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To have significant results, investigations must do more than reach individuals and individual
enterprises. Investigations must be based on an informed understanding of the particular
organized crime problem, and must take into account the long range implications of both the
particular strategy adopted and the specific operational tactics best designed to carry out the
strategy.

Ronald Goldstock, NY Organized Crime Task Force
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION TO PROSECUTING COMPLEX DRUG CASES

BACKGROUND

Illegal drug trafficking, manufacturing and money laundering costs the American public
enormous sums in investigations, prosecutions and punishment. The combined costs of drug-
related law enforcement, prevention and treatment programs, increased health care costs, and
the loss of productivity and lives were estimated at $100 billion in 1986 (U.S. Attorneys and the
Attorney General, 1989). At the same time, while these costs were being incurred, drug
suppliers, distributors and dealers reaped huge profits. Estimates suggest that these operations
gross as much as $150 billion (Teasley, 1989). Much of this passes into the economy because
drug traffickers require substantial infrastructure and support to sustain their operations, such
as airplanes, ships, automobiles for transportation; warehouses, stash houses and personal
residences for storage and distribution. Since drug dealers also convert much of the profit into

consumer goods, holdings and enterprises, drug money can influence the national economy.

Over the last decade Congress enacted several pieces of new legislation to enable law
enforcement and prosecution to strike a direct blow against the lucrative illegal drug trade, to
recoup some of the moneys the public spends on law enforcement, and to interdict the line of
supply. The Racketeer Influenced Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act, the drug "kingpin"
Continuing Criminal Enterprise (CCE) statute and the laws governing money laundering,
firearms, and public corruption, among others, are employed to prosecute complex drug cases.
Both criminal and civil forfeitures are used to remove ill-gotten gains. The Bank Secrecy Act
includes provisions that require the reporting of financial transactions including dollar amounts
over $10,000 to allow investigative agencies to trace the money flow. The IRS files tax code
violations against drug traffickers.

At present, prosecutorial efforts to deal with complex drug cases in the U.S. take place
" predominantly at the Federal level and in a few especially advanced state and local jurisdictions.
This pattern is not only a reflection of different goals, but also of the tremendous diversity that
exists among jurisdictions restricted by legislation, case law, judicial interpretation, court
practices, police and prosecutorial policy, and ultimately, sufficient numbers of trained
resources. In state and local jurisdictions, programs that target complex drug cases do not
generally have the same level of intensity. There are a number of reasons why this is so. Some

relate to the environment within which these programs must operate, others to the inherent

complexity of these programs. Many of these special efforts require unfamiliar activities and
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procedures such as the use of civil procedures and their different standards of proof and
evidence; financial investigations to trace hidden assets; complex investigations to support
seizures and forfeitures, such as net worth analysis and link analysis; and, the means and

techniques for managing and disposing assets (Jacoby et al. 1992).

Technologically, Federal support has been given to: expert systems and intelligence systems to
help law enforcement identify suspects (Jacoby et al. 1988, 1989; Woodard 1986); new automated
crime lab and identification systems (Slahor 1990, Coldren et al. 1988, Zonderman 1990),
including fingerprints, DNA tests, and image processing (U.S. Congress Office of Technology
Assessment 1990; Hildreth 1990); and the establishment of FINCEN by the Treasury Department

to provide a resource for the detection of money laundering services.

Some states, like Arizona, Florida and New York have developed the capacity to investigate and
prosecute complex drug cases. Multi-jurisdictional task-forces were created to combine law
enforcement and prosecutors across jurisdictional levels, and direct the resources needed for
these cases. Elsewhere, special units were created. The Arizona Attorney General's office, for

example, became a leader in developing a sophisticated strategy to detect money laundering

activities (Preston 1990).
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Because drug problems and the legal and criminal justice environments differ, jurisdictions
interested in prosecuting complex drug cases are confronted with a variety of choices about the
bits and pieces of the activities needed, and few guidelines to help them establish programs
applicable to their special problems. A review of the current literature on this subject does not
provide much assistance either. Most of the studies that focus on improving the criminal justice
system's ability to process drug offenses and to affect the drug problem concentrate on

controlling drug use and prosecuting street crimes (Hayeslip 1989; Jacoby et al,, 1993; Uchida ;
" BJA, NIJ 1990; NIj 1990; NIj 1991, Chaiken et al. 1988).

Most studies focus on the investigative activities that enhance cases or reduce court delay

rather than prosecution.

New approaches for improving the criminal justice system's response to drug crimes more often
emphasizes law enforcement perspectives than prosecution. Even when prosecution is the main

focus, studies tend to concentrate on the investigative activities that lead to or enhance

prosecutions. This includes: improving police/prosecutor coordination in investigations
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(Buchanan 1989; Garofalo et al., 1987; Jacoby 1981); the benefits of multi-jurisdictional task forces
(Coldren et al 1990; Chaiken et al 1990); and, the use of asset forfeiture strategies, cross-
designation and federal adoptions as ways to expand the resources available to prosecutors.
(Jacoby et al 1992). Some studies emphasize improving the efficiency of case processing as has
been documented with Differentiated Case Management (DCM) programs and Expedited Drug
Case Management (EDCM) programs (Cooper et al. 1992; Jacoby et al. 1992).

Despite the broad range of new legal tools, technology and programs, few have focused on the
goals of prosecution (except insofar as they are shared by other agencies), and little attention has
been given to the prosecutor's ability to marshal the adjudication process to meet these goals. To
date, it appears that prosecutors have responded more as processors of cases than planners and
strategists capable of using their discretionary power and leadership to set the tone and quality
of adjudications in a community (Goldstock 1991).

Few studies address the issues of complex drug prosecutions.

Except as they focus on investigative functions, little attention has been paid to complex drug
cases. The Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) funded asset forfeiture and money laundering
training and technical assistance for state and local agencies through grants to several agencies
including Police Executive Research Forum (PERF), the National District Attorneys Assodiation
(NDAA), and the National Association of Attorneys General (NAAG). Similar training efforts
have been undertaken by some state agencies, such as the Arizona Attorney General's office, the
Florida Department of Law Enforcement, the Pennsylvania Crime Commission and the New
York State Department of Criminal Justice. Publications were developed for each of these
programs to assist the prosecutor with investigative techniques such as wire-taps or financial
investigations; or to provide insight in the possible uses of grand juries or civil remedies to
improve their cases. However, little attention was given to the impact of these efforts on the
prosecutor's resources, or the demands they place on organization, management and policy

requirements (Jacoby et al. 1993).

A useful introduction to the use of special investigative and prosecutorial techniques and issues
arising from the multiplicity of legal problems involved with the prosecution of special offenses
such as money laundering, asset forfeiture, RICO or conspiracy cases may be found in other
studies (Karchmer 1987; Jacoby et al. 1992a; Smith 1987; 1989). Goldstock's (In: Edelhertz 1987)
discussion of the development and construction of criminal cases involving organized crime and
the drug trade is exceptional because it calls for developing a strategy for these cases. Similarly

Giuliani's discussion published in the same document focuses on legal remedies that support a
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strategic objective of affecting illegal enterprises. These examples go beyond offering the usual
"how-to" advice. They take prosecutorial goals into consideration, and examine some of the

special needs and procedures that arise if prosecutors assume a proactive, strategic approach to

complex drug cases.

The major difficulty is that the literature does not examine the subject of complex drug case
prosecutions and the resources they require in a comprehensive manner, i.e. from investigation
to prosecution. Perhaps one of the most comprehensive examinations in the area of organized
crime was presented by Blakely, Goldstock and Rogovin (1978) but nothing similar exists for
drug cases per se. No effort has been made to distill and combine all the activities and program
parts that comprise these prosecutions to show their differences from routine drug cases or to

identify the significant factors that make them complex.

The implications are clear. Without a comprehensive plan for the prosecution of complex drug
cases, costly duplications of effort or costly mistakes will occur. What is needed to overcome
this difficulty is a synthesis of information about existing operations, and an assessment of their
value and transferability. The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) has recognized this deficiency by
calling for the identification, assessment, and description of existing drug prosecution practices-
that target complex cases. This reports presents the results of this assessment.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals of this assessment are:

1. To increase understanding about the nature of investigative and prosecutorial activities

associated with complex drug cases.

2. To identify the issues and factors affecting complex drug prosecutions, and recommend

various strategies for success.
This will be accomplished by:

1. Identifying the nature of complex drug case prosecutions at the state and local level.

2. Identifying approaches and strategies for investigating and prosecuting complex drug cases.

3. Synthesizing the information regarding the strategies that have recently emerged as part of
Federal, State, and local prosecutorial programs to provide a comprehensive discussion of

prosecutorial issues and needs.
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SCOPE AND AUDIENCE

The scope of this assessment includes all state Attorneys' General offices, all metropolitan
jurisdictions with populations over 500,000, and at least two of the largest prosecutor's offices in

each state that did not have a population center over 500,000.

The focus on large jurisdictions is based on the assumption that these areas are more profoundly
affected by drugs, and prosecutors are more likely to have resources to support complex
prosecutions. Data compiled by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) in 1989 indicate that 56
percent of all arrests for drug trafficking in the U.S. are made in the 75 most populous counties
(each with more than 587,000 residents in 1986, BJS 1991). The survey was designed to obtain an
overview of the strategies, policies and programs being used in these jurisdictions that would

supplement that issues and problems identified by the consultant experts.

This report is written for investigators, prosecutors, court officials, and legislators. Investigators
commit time and resources to cases; prosecutors make decisions about whether to prosecute
and with what commitment of resources; courts consider the impact of lengthy trials; and, the

legislature sponsors legislation or provides special funds.

METHODOLOGY
Four sets of activities were used for this study. They include:

1. An assessment of the state of current practices or strategies to identify the scope of
activity at the state and local level

2. The analysis of relevant evaluation literature to identify findings and recommendations
appropriate for complex drug cases.

3. Identification of the issues and factors affecting prosecutors, and their implications for
future programs and research.

4. Synthesis and documentation of the findings. .

SURVEY OF PROSECUTORS

Prior to the survey, a workshop was held for practitioners and experts to discuss the issues

surrounding complex drug cases. The results of this workshop were used to design the survey
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instrument. A telephone survey of the sampled jurisdictions was conducted. This was followed

by mail to elicit further information from jurisdictions handling these prosecutions.

The assessment and identification of issues and factors are based on a telephone survey of all
state Attorneys General and local prosecutors described in the scope above. Thirty of the
Attorneys General offices supplied information about complex drug investigations and
prosecutions. One hundred and two local prosecutors responded to the survey. Of these 20
reported that they did not handle complex drug prosecutions.

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The survey results were analyzed to determine: (1) the scope and nature of complex drug
prosecutions; (2) the characteristics of offices; and (3) special practices and strategies. Findings
from other evaluations, research and operations were integrated with the survey results. A draft
of the preliminary findings was prepared and submitted to the consultants for their review. This
was followed by a workshop to discuss the findings, provide interpretation to some of the
survey data, develop recommendations for the final report, and establish priorities for future

work or support in this area.

PRODUCTS

In addition to the final report, a Directory of Prosecutor Offices involved in complex drug prosecutions
was prepared. This directory contains brief descriptions about offices handling complex drug
cases, and the names of experts identified by state and area of specialty. The purpose of this
Directory is to improve and expand the networking capability of prosecutors, and provide for a

better means of communication among them. An Automated Version is available on diskette.

STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The report is organized so that the Findings and Recommendations including a plan for future
directions are presented first, in Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 examines The Nature of Complex Drug Cases establishing a definition for these cases.
Chapter 4 describes the Differences Associated with Complex Drug Prosecutions and contrasts
them with routine drug investigations and prosecutions.

Chapter 5 examines these differences as they spotlight Issues for Prosecution.
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Chapter 6 looks at Information Systems Technology to Support Complex Investigations. This
chapter presents in detail a discussion of the need for supporting technology. The author of this
chapter is Edward Ratledge who conducts a course on this subject for the United Nations Far
East Institute (UNAFEI) in Tokyo. The scarcity of literature about computer applications for
organized crime cases and the vital need for further developmental work in this area make this

chapter an important contribution to this report.

An extensive Bibliography has been compiled to assist the reader in finding particular areas of
interest or subject matter specialty. It can be found in Appendix A.

Appendix B presents a Directory of Prosecutor's Offices arranged by state. Individuals who
have agreed to be listed in the directory, and their areas of specialization are noted. This
information is also available on diskette.

Appendix C contains copies of the Survey Instruments, both telephone and mail.
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Chapter 2. FINDiMGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we present the major findings of the assessment of the prosecutor's involvement
with complex drug cases including the relationship between the lucal prosecutor and other
prosecutorial systems; the responsibility of the local prosecutor and the Attorney General; the
nature of complex drug cases as a subset of organized crime; and the need for technologically
advanced information systems. Other findings and recommendatiosrs associated with these

areas are also presented.

FINDING 1: THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL RESPONSIBILIT:ES FOR THE
PROSECUTION OF COMPLEX DRUG CASES IS BLURRED.

Complex drug cases pose vastly different, and more substantial case processing requirements
than those needed for routine prosecutions. In the eyes of many state and local prosecutors, the
most expedient method for prosecuting complex drug cases is by U.S. Attorneys in U.S. District
Courts. The number of cases prosecuted by the U.S. Attorneys rose from 31,218 to 60,999 in 1989
(BJS 1992; BJS 1990). This large increase is due to a number of factors that make Federal
prosecutions attractive. The U.S. Attorneys have received enormous increases in attorney
personnel and staff (increasing from 15,791 in 1985 to 24,947 in 1990; BJS 1992 and 1988). Federal
law enforcement agencies are often, better equipped and trained to support complex
investigations. Federal legislation often is less restrictive or provides for higher sentences.
Referring asset forfeiture cases to the Federal government may also be more profitable for a
local agency operating under restrictive state legislation. In 1991, some $641 million was
forfeited under Federal asset forfeiture proceedings. Under the equitable sharing program, this
non-appropriated money flows to Federal, state and local law enforcement agencies. Most

importantly, Federal prosecutions do not drain state and local funds or resources.

But what looks like an optimal referral strategy on the surface has many difficulties. First,
Federal referrals may not always be available as an option. Federal interest is, by definition,
primarily national and international in scope seeking to reduce and contro} the entry of illegal
drugs through interdiction-and"diplomacy. Interdiction by air and sea in itself is usually beyond
the capacity of lscal government agencies. The state has interest in regicnal problems that

transcend local jurisdictional boundaries and focus on distribution networks. It is primarily at
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the local level that interest is on street sales and demand reduction activities. The goals of these

governmental entities are not equal or the same (Goldstock 1992).

Despite differences in resources, ability and capacity, the Federal government does not
prosecute all Federal offenses. There are classes of concurrent jurisdiction cases that are
routinely declined for adoption by the U.S. Attorneys because they do not meet their criteria for
prosecution. The criteria differ among U.S Attorneys, based on the extent of the crime problems
they encounter, the priority given by the US Attorney's office to certain types of cases and the
characteristics of the case. For example, in 1992, the U.S. Attorney in Houston generally would
not accept cases if the amount of cocaine was under 10 kilos; while in contrast, the U.S. Attorney
in San Francisco accepted nothing under 4 kilos. Thus, the option of Federal prosecutions may
or may not be available to state and local prosecutors. When it is closed, two options remain, to

ignore the case or to accept it for prosecution at the local level.

The lack of clear cut and consistent guidelines dividing prosecutorial responsibilities among the
various legal forums is a major source of uncertainty. Insufficient resources to support

prosecution at the state and local level is another factor precluding prosecutors from pursuing

these cases.

Recommendation:
1.1 A task force should be established to conduct a systematic study that delineates the roles

and responsibilities of Federal, state and local prosecutors in the handling of complex cases

including drugs and other organized crime activities.

The primary purpose of this study should be to examine how the ability of the local prosecutor
to provide the first line of defense against drug trafficking can be strengthened and what is an

appropriate balance among the resources needed for all activities in the office.

" The study should address, at a minimum, the following issues:

1. The increasing federalization of criminal legislation and its effects on the priorities and

initiatives of state and local prosecutions.

2. The development of strategies that respect the discretionary authority of prosecutors,
(Federal, state and local), yet reduce the problem of cases falling through the cracks; i.e. cases
not being prosecuted by any agency because of differences in criteria for prosecution or the

lack of resources.
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3. The identification of funding sources and the establishment of mechanisms that will
adequately support prosecution at the state and local government based on the premises
that: (1) funds should be available from non-appropriated sources such as asset forfeiture
funds and (2) only one-time investments of funds are required after which the activity should

be sustained by proceeds from successful prosecutions.

4. The development of a clearinghouse for identifying, locating and coordinating the availability
and use of special equipment, special skills and expertise, at the Federal, state and regional
levels so that all prosecutors have access to resources that allow them to prosecute crimes

equally under the law, including complex cases.

FINDING 2: THERE IS A LEGITIMATE AND COMPELLING BASIS FOR THE LOCAL PROSECUTION OF
COMPLEX DRUG CASES.

The prosecution of complex drug cases presents a special challenge to local prosecutors faced
with limited resources; one not encountered by the Federal government. The Federal
government can amass far more personnel and equipment for single cases than local law
enforcement agencies or prosecutors. The concentration of special skills in Federal agendies is

substantially greater. If cases are not accepted by the U.S. Attorney, they may not be pursued

for prosecution at all.

Not all prosecutors handle complex drug cases for a number of reasons. For some there is
simply an absence of statutory authority that is needed to support complex investigations. An
example can be found in Alaska where local prosecutors do not have authority for wire taps. In
other jurisdictions, statutory authority may exist but be too restrictive to permit its application
to complex cases. Some jurisdictions are fortunate not to have the level or type of crime that
demands complex investigative and prosecution activity. Other prosecutors operate with such
limited budgets that they do not have any resources that can be assigned to complex case

prosecutions. Finally, some prosecutors view these crimes as being the responsibility of state or

Federal government.

Even among Attorneys General there is little consensus about their role and responsibility. Some
state Attorneys General such as Arizona take a proactive stance in combating high-level drug
dealing and money laundering. Some offices, such as Florida, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana Texas

and Washington do not have criminal jurisdiction. Others, such as California, reduce their
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activity because of budget deficits. Despite these difficulties, many provide some form of

investigative and civil case support.

Regardless of the legislative and financial environment a large proportion of local prosecutors
recognize and assume responsibility for complex cases. In the survey, they were asked to

explain why they took this position. A number of important reasons were cited:

1. Local prosecutors are more sensitive to changes in their community. They can see emerging

drug trafficking networks before they gain hold. As a result, they are simply better informed
than other non-local officials.

2. Prosecutors recognize that these cases may have uncertain outcomes, with no guarantees for
arrests and convictions, or even long sentences. However, they cite their responsibility to the

local community to process these cases.

3. Local prosecutors also cited their responsibility for filling the gap between Federal
prosecutions or no prosecution. They recognize that the U.S. Attorney may not accept all
complex drug case investigations; and that Federal priorities may not match local needs. The
impact locally can be a community placed at risk by the drug trafficking network, and a

system of justice that does not prosecute all offenses equally under the law.

4. The involvement of local prosecutors enhances local law enforcement investigations. As
participants in the process, prosecutors are a source of legal advice to the investigators, may
assist in developing and managing informants, are generally responsible for the plea

bargaining process involving informants, and indirectly improve coordination and

communication between the two agencies.

Recommendations:

2.1, Local prosecutors should establish and maintain an organized crime expertise within

their office, if the circumstances warrant.

The primary challenge facing local prosecutors is establishing a balance between Federal, state
and local resources. With limited funds and resources, it is important that the local prosecution
and investigative resources be allocated among routine cases and complex cases to sustain the
equitable application of justice for all crimes. How these resources can be supplemented by state

and Federal assistance and support is part of this allocation process.
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Today's emphasis on drug trafficking is not a reflection of changes in the nature of organized
crime. Rather the changes that reflect changes in urban problems. In the past twenty years, the
emphasis has already shifted from prostitution and gambling to drugs. In the future, the
emphasis may be on consumer fraud, white collar crime and environmental pollution.
Regardless of area, the challenge to the local prosecutor remains the same. However, as long as
local prosecutors maintain their ability to prosecute organized crime cases and keep an

infrastructure to support their requirements the challenge will be less daunting.

2.2 Seed money for complex drug investigations and prosecutions should be provided by the
Federal Government. Operating funds for complex drug case prosecutions should be sought

from non-appropriated funds such as the proceeds from asset forfeitures.

Investigators and prosecutors who are involved in complex drug cases have become resourceful
in finding support for their activities. They operate with a basic funding premise: find funds that
supplement the operating budget, not supplant it. Without additional funds, complex drug
prosecutions are often just part of the day to day operations of a drug unit - sometimes a major
drug offenders or even organized crime units. Asset forfeiture funds are one source. But the
availability of asset forfeiture funds is erratic, and often prosecutors are not included in the
sharing agreement. The paradox created by the need for large sums of money to support
complex drug case investigations and prosecutions is that these cases, unlike others, are usually
revenue-producing (based on seized assets). As a result, only seed money is needed to get them
started. The Federal government may be a source for seed money either through block grant

funds available from the Bureau of Justice Assistance or the proceeds of asset forfeitures.

2.3. The local prosecutor and law enforcement agencies should establish an active network

and clearinghouse for specialized personnel, equipment and space.

In addition to funds, there is a need for specialized personnel; access to laboratories; special
equipment, and training. Some of these needs may be met if drug investigations are part of a
task force operation. In some cases, the military (especially the National Guard) may provide
personnel on detail to support investigations, transcribe wiretaps, or provide clerical and
administrative assistance. An added benefit may also accrue, since often these personnel already
have security clearances. Equipment used for surveillance and observation may also be

provided by the military. Local governments and businesses may also be potential donors of
space and equipment.
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FINDING 3: THE STATE, REPRESENTED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, HAS A LEGITIMATE ROLE IN THE

PROSECUTION OF COMPLEX DRUG CASES THAT HAS TOO OFTEN BEEN IGNORED OR UNDERPLAYED

Of the 50 Attorney General's offices the vast majority have civil, criminal and appellate
jurisdiction. Only 9 do not have criminal jurisdiction. Much like the local prosecutor, the
involvement of the Attorney General in complex drug cases varies enormously among the
states. Some offices are restricted in their jurisdiction by the constitution e.g. having civil
jurisdiction only; others differ because of the policy and priorities of the Attorney General.
Despite constitutional limitations, Attorneys General may still be able to provide investigative
and litigation support in such areas as civil forfeiture if priority is given to drug trafficking
organizations. The relatively large size of Attorneys General offices reflects the existence of
additional resources. The median number of attorneys in the 32 offices surveyed was 70, the
average was 166 attorney. The preferred mode of delivery of services is either through the

establishment of a separate unit or the assignment of cases to specific prosecutors.

The state has a legitimate role in the prosecution of complex drug cases that has too often been
ignored or underplayed, As Ronald Goldstock points out, the missions of the Federal, state and
local governments are clearly different. The role of the state is to look at interstate patterns of
organized crime, to identify distribution networks, and to monitor trends or changes in these
areas. However, the state has the ability to use criminal asset forfeiture, RICO, money
laundering and wiretap laws in the course of its investigations and prosecutions. The survey of

Attorneys General found that the least prevalent activities involved CCE and administrative

asset forfeitures.

The state also has the ability to provide education, training, technical assistance and resources
for the local governments which is a necessary adjunct to its primary mission. (Goldstock 1992).
As early as 1984, Gettinger (1984) cited the prosecutor's need for technical assistance and
training in areas like handling wiretaps and tracking money in large transactions. The lack of
funds to conduct long term, undercover surveillance, to provide buy money and to purchase
needed equipment (ranging from airplanes and boats to body recorders and videotape
equipment) was also mentioned in the same survey. However, little assistance was provided in

how to marshal these resources.
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Recommendation:
3.1 The Attorneys General should adopt a consistent set of resolutions and guidelines about
their roles and responsibilities with respect to the local prosecutors and regional task forces

dealing with complex drug cases. These should be published as standards and guidelines.
The states' standards and guidelines should address the following areas, at a minimum:

1. The mission and role of the Attorney General in relation to Federal and local prosecutions,

and the resources required to support this mission;

2. The needs of the local prosecutors or regional task forces that can be legitimately fulfilled by

the State, with estimates of their cost and identification of sources of revenue;

3. A five year plan for the provision of these services including information systems, financial

analysis, technical assistance, education, training, publications and a budget to support these

activities.

FINDING 4: COMPLEX DRUG CASES ARE A SUBSET OF ORGANIZED CRIME CASES AND SHOULD BE
INTEGRATED INTO THIS BROADER PROSECUTION ACTIVITY.

Organized crime cases include a broad range of criminal activity in addition to drug trafficking,
prostitution, gambling, embezzlement and fraud. A review of organized crime literature
indicated that drug trafficking had traditionally been included in the definition of organized
crime. It was only in the 1980's that drug offenses were given special status. The result was to
shift the emphasis placed on organized crime and rackets to this single area. This shift can also
be seen in the absence of updated materials on organized crime cases, their investigation and
prosecution. The implications are discouraging because they suggest that the support and
advanced technology needed to control organized crime activity has been limited primarily to

 Federal agencies with little transfer to state and local agencies.

In the 1970's, many local, large city prosecutors established specialized units most commonly
known as Rackets Bureaus. These specialized units were subsequently expanded to Federal
Strike Forces or Regional Task Forces to strengthen the coordination needed among agencies or
jurisdictions. Their experiences provide valuable advice and expertise for investigators and

prosecutors of complex drug cases in the 1990's.
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There is little justification, other than public policy, to treat complex drug cases differently from
other organized crime cases. Indeed, the separate units established to handle major drug cases
may be redundant if the office already has an organized crime or rackets bureau or division.
Furthermore, prosecutors reap definite advantages if they establish broader organized crime or
corruption and rackets units and fit drug cases within this unit. They gain flexibility to shift
priorities and focus on other forms of complex cases such as environmental pollution, consumer
fraud, and white collar crime as the need arises. They also maintain a mechanism for training
and retaining attorneys in complex civil and criminal procedures, advanced litigation skills and
experience in working with law enforcement agencies on complex investigations. The
integration of complex drug case investigations and prosecutions with other organized crime

prosecutions permits funding and support to be applied to a larger set of cases.

The investigative and prosecutorial requirements of complex drug cases are far different from
the vast majority of routine drug cases that overflow the dockets of most courts today. In fact,
they are part and parcel of organized crime cases and call for additional, and specialized
resources. The documented experiences about organized crime investigations and prosecutions
indicate the scope of the problems presented to local prosecutors that handle complex drug
cases. They can be found in the President's Commission on Crime and the Administration of
Justice in 1968, Task Force Report 8; the Pennsylvania Crime Commission of 1970; the National
Advisory Commission for Standards and Goals in 1976 and a variety of studies that were
conducted by practitioners and researchers in the 1970's and 1980's (see the Bibliography).

The Law Enforcement Assistance and Criminal Justice Act of 1973 identified the elements that
distinguish organized crime cases from street prosecutions. They include the "unlawful activities
of the members of a highly organized disciplined associated engaged in supplying illegal goods
and services, including but not limited to gambling, prostitution, loan sharking, narcotics, labor
racketeering, and other unlawful activities of members of such organizations: (Law Enforcement
Assistance and Criminal Justice Act, 42 USCA § 3781(b)(1973). The Pennsylvania Crime
Commission recognized that crime syndicates could not be outlawed or punished per se, since
they could not be defined with sufficient exactness. Therefore, it recommended that
investigations and prosecutions focus on their activities, and that "substantive prohibitions of
our penal law can be better molded to encompass their (crime syndicates) schemes and

activities." (Pennsylvania Crime Commission, Report on Organized Crime, 1970:92)
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Recommendations:
4.1 A broad review of organized crime issues and needs should be undertaken to identify the
factors and issues of current and future importance; to assess requirements for advanced

technology and skills; and, to establish a foundation that can adjust to changes in emphasis

or shifts in public priorities.

4.2 Prosecutors who are engaged in both organized crime and complex drug prosecutions and
investigations should review these activities for duplication in operations, to increase

efficiencies and productivity in the office.

4.3 Prosecutors without such units should seek funds to support these activities. For, without
this capacity, the scope of local criminal justice may be limited to non-resource demanding

cases, thereby diminishing the credibility of the criminal justice system in the eyes of the

public.

Over recent years, several studies have reported on different ways to expand resources. Among
them are multi-jurisdictional task forces (Coldren et al. 1990; Chaiken et al. 1990), the use of
National Guard equipment and personnel (Jackson 1990), cross-designation of investigators and
prosecutors (Knoepp and Miller 1977), cooperation with regulatory agencies and the private
sector (Arizona Attorney General's Office 1990), use of federal or regional information systems
such as FINCEN or RISS, new automated crime lab and identification systems (Rau 1991), or
geo-based information systems (Uchida 1990). Although these tactics are not specifically
designed for the prosecution of complex drug cases, they have the ability to alleviate some of

the demands imposed by their special characteristics.

4.4. Prosecutors should develop mission statements and criteria for (1) the investigation and

prosecution of complex drug cases; (2) the referral of cases to other offices or jurisdictions;

and (3) a personnel staffing plan.

The survey indicated that this was a major deficiency in investigations and prosecutions at the
local level. Fewer than 1 on 10 prosecutors had written mission statements. Only 3 out of 10
prosecutor had criteria or guidelines for investigation and/or prosecution of complex drug
cases; and less that 2 out of 10 had them for the referral of cases to other offices or jurisdictions.
The absence of criteria and guidelines for decisionmaking, and the labor-intensive nature of
these cases calls for the development of a staffing plan to be used as needed and updated as
necessary.
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FINDING 5: INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND ADVANCED COMPUTER TECHNOLOGIES ARE NOT
ADEQUATE FOR COMPLEX PROSECUTIONS

The ability of the criminal justice system to perform well against organized crime and drug
trafficking is limited by its reliance on obsolete or outdated information systems. An
underworld economy which grosses an estimated $500 billion annually (Teasley, 1989), and
whose assets seized and forfeited by the US Federal government alone amount to over $500
million annually, by any standard, is supported by advanced computer technology. Yet, a search
of the literature and the results of the survey note an appalling lack of sophistication in
information systems used by state and local criminal justice agencies. Tools such as Link Analysis
and Anacappa have wide name recognition, but details or manuals about their application are
not easily found. Complex drug investigations and prosecutions need sophisticated information
systems for financial investigations; to support intelligence systems; and, assist in analyzing vast
amounts of information. Even at the Federal level, the Justice Department, with few exceptions,
has not funded research and development in this area. Nor has it developed a coherent policy
towards the maintenance, update and support of systems whose development had been

supported even though models for providing system support exist in other agencies such as
NASA.

The result is that there is an active, trading market for off-the-shelf software that has been
adapted to meet a practical need. The degree of successful adaptation varies substantially. Any
major innovations stemming from the use of advanced technology such as artificial intelligence,
expert systems, hypertext and CD Rom are, for all practical purposes nonexistent in criminal
justice agencies. With few exceptions, such as the Federal FINCEN system, the importance of

keeping up with the technology is a principle not often followed.

Recommendation:

5.1 The Department of Justice, through the Office of Justice Programs, should develop a
comprehensive plan that will provide state and local criminal justice agencies with access to

the latest technological advances, for investigations and prosecutions.

There is a vital need for advanced information systems technology to support both the
investigation and litigation of complex drug cases and other organized crime activities.
Priority should be given by Office of Justice Programs to provide program funds and grants for

the design, development and maintenance of these systems and their dissemination. First
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priority should be to make funds available for the development of an evidence tracking and

intelligence system that satisfies both investigative and prosecutive requirements.

Federal, state and private agencies have developed demonstration models, training courses,
information exchange and technical assistance to assist state and local agencies in obtaining
special knowledge and resources. (For an overview see BJA 1989; NIj 1990, 1991, 1992; BJA, Nlj
1990, 1991). These activities have addressed operational and organizational requirements, such
as the number and type of personnel needed (Karchmer 1987; Stoddard et al. 1991), or special
equipment needs. A recent survey of asset forfeiture programs conducted by the Jefferson
Institute shows that, despite extensive effort to provide information and training to state and
local agencies, many jurisdictions still need basic support. In brief, asset forfeiture operations

remain largely uncoordinated and rudimentary (Jacoby et al. 1992).

High turnover in personnel coupled with frequent changes in the legislation make it difficult to
maintain an up-to-date, well-trained pool of investigators and prosecutors. In other program
areas, such as career criminal and repeat offender programs, efforts have been undertaken to
address this persistent need for information and training by applying advanced technology to
this problem through the use of expert systems to design program plans tailored to local
jurisdictional requirements (Jacoby and Ratledge 1987; Ratledge and Jacoby 1989). But this is
only one application and it suggests that the potential of technological advances to assist in

planning and training activities is still largely untapped.

FINDING 6. TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR POLICE AND PROSECUTORS IN THE USE OF ADVANCED
INVESTIGATIVE AND LEGAL TECHNIQUES ARE ABSENT OR INADEQUATE.

The most successful investigations and prosecutions of complex cases occur when the police and
prosecutor collaborate in all phases of the case. This collaboration depends primarily on the
ability of the agencies to communicate and work together. The prosecutor may assume a variety
of investigative roles ranging on a continuum, from no involvement, to monitoring the status of
the investigation, to participating in the strategic planning, to policy oversight of its operations.
Each role affects the ability of the prosecutor to adopt an anticipatory stance with respect to the
litigation, develop a disposition plan prior to the case being brought forward, and be prepared
for discovery and motions as early in the adjudication process as possible. The more these
functions can be established, the better are the chances of success. But this status is also affected
by law enforcement agencies. If they do not recognize the different responsibilities and roles that

prosecution plays in the collaborative effort, or the evidentiary requirements that surround
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wiretaps, surveillance, financial investigations and other sophisticated investigative techniques,

then their success may be limited unnecessarily.

Training programs that teach state and local agencies how to investigate and prosecute special
cases are available from a number of Federal, state and national organizations, such as the
USAO, LECCs, NDAA, NAAG, PERF and ABA. For operations, such as the seizure and
forfeiture of assets, that require more intense cooperation between law enforcement and
prosecution, some emphasis has also been given to functional areas, such as property
management, forfeiture guidelines, and policies for the distribution and use of proceeds (PERF
1988-1992; Jacoby et al 1992). Although many jurisdictions have created special operational
units, such as major drug offender units, money laundering units, asset forfeiture or organized
crime units (Nugent and McEwen 1988), discussions about their special management and

organizational issues are generally absent.

There is little literature available that examines the significant differences between complex drug
cases and routine prosecutions with respect to the techniques and strategies needed for
successful prosecution and the demands they place on a prosecutor's office. Some training
manuals exist to guide prosecutors through the procedural steps for special drug cases (See, for
example, Johnson 1990). They suggest the use of special techniques and tactics, such as net
worth analysis or strategies that might affect a grand jury decision. But manuals or reports that
apply this knowledge to the specific area of complex drug prosecutions, and addresses the
issues and their effects on the prosecutor's office are missing. Missing also is information about
the different choices prosecutors have in pursuing these cases; and details about the impact of

these different choices on management and the organization; and techniques for overcoming

limited resources.

Recommendations:

6.1 Specialized training programs about advanced investigative techniques and legal

evidentiary requirements should be developed for investigators and prosecutors

Prosecutors often call on Federal, state and local agencies or task forces for technical expertise
and for the development of crucial evidence. In their study on the prosecution of corporate
crimes, Benson et al (1990) found that most district attorneys (DA's) included in the study
indicated that the lack of adequate investigator and prosecutorial staff limited their ability to
prosecute these cases. Over half of them reported that budgetary problems constrain their
actions. Eighty three percent of the DA's indicated that they would defer these cases to federal
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prosecution (survey). The findings suggest that problems of resource management strongly
influence the prosecutor's decision to proceed. When Federal prosecutors are involved, local
prosecutors are more willing to forego expending their own resources. Although the lack of staff
and the deference to the U.S. Attorney's office ranked as the most important limiting concerns
among both large and small districts, half of the smaller jurisdictions (as compared to only one-
fifth of the larger jurisdictions) also cited the length of time a complex case might take as an
impediment to their ability to prosecute (survey). Interestingly, attorneys from larger
jurisdictions were more concerned about the difficulties of establishing the evidence needed to
prove complicated legal requirements than their counterparts from small districts. This suggests
that prosecutors in smaller jurisdictions probably present this evidence infrequently.

These training programs should identify the issues and problems associated with these
investigations, the role and requirements of prosecution, and strategies or procedures that
enhance successful results. They should also focus on the organizational and management issues
associated with interagency cooperation and communication. The training programs should be
structured as workshops, combining lectures and program development, by teams of
investigators and prosecutors. The state Attorney General should, to the extent possible, act as
the umbrella for presenting these courses. Although the Federal government could support the
development of a prototype curriculum for the basic outline and content, it should be the state's

responsibility to tailor specific information and training content to state statutes and court
rulings.

FINDING 7: THE USE OF CIVIL SANCTIONS IN COMPLEX DRUG PROSECUTIONS IS FRAGMENTED AND
OFTEN APPLIED ON AN AD HocC Basis

One of the most controversial areas today is the use of civil remedies in addition to, or in lieu of,
criminal sanctions. More specifically, the practice of seizing and forfeiting assets has engendered
such negative reactions from the media, that a large segment of the public either does not
understand or condone the use of civil remedies. Recently the Supreme Court issued two
opinions that placed new constitutional limits on the government's authority to use civil and
criminal forfeiture laws against those who commit drug crimes or engage in racketeering. The
court ruled that property seizures under both forfeiture laws must not be "excessive" when
compared to the seriousness of the crime. The Eighth Amendments ban on "excessive fines"

applies directly to forfeitures because they are a form of punishment. (Austin v. U.S., No 92-6073
and Alexander v. U.S., No. 91-1526)
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Despite the horrendous stories of abuses and the failure of Federal and state governments to
issue guidelines and standards (Jacoby et al. 1992) civil sanctions can play a valuable part in
damaging the trafficking networks, taking some of the profit out of crime and increasing social
responsibility. Civil remedies test the limits of social accountability. Civil procedures hold
individuals and corporations responsible for their behavior, particularly negligent behavior.
They are a valid form of social control. They offer another alternative to criminal justice by

judging actions against a different set of criteria, i.e. responsible behavior.

The lack of knowledge about differences between civil and criminal remedies causes
misunderstanding. This was recognized by the Jefferson Institute's evaluation of asset forfeiture
programs conducted in 1991 (Jacoby et al. 1992) which called for education about civil
procedures, civil standards of proof, and the differences in goals between criminal and social
justice. The evaluation recommended that the Department of Justice develop and undertake an
extensive public education program aimed at citizens, the media and legislators so they could
better understand the assumptions, principles and protections guiding this practice. This need
still remains, and it is recommended here as a support for the use of civil remedies in the

prosecution of complex drug cases.

Recommendation:
7.1 Ethical and procedural guidelines should be developed by states that recognize the

legitimate role of civil sanctions and address its relationship and use in complex drug

prosecutions.

Costly investigations and prosecutions can be funded by forfeitures rather than appropriated
funds. There are a number of models already in the states that demonstrate how these programs
can work successfully. Police and prosecutors in Prima County, Arizona, Colorado Springs,
Colorado, Broward County, Florida, and others have established controls and guidelines over

these activities. The next step is to integrate their use into each plan developed for complex drug

prosecutions.

These guidelines should also address the application of other use of civil sanctions, regulatory

laws and statutes to support the goals of complex drug investigations and other organized crime

cases.
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FINDING 8: THE COURT MAY RESIST DOCKETING COMPLEX CASES

The litigation of complex cases may be resisted by state courts if they already suffer from
backlog and delay. This is an especially sensitive issue for judges who operate within an
individual docketing system. As a result, the court's resistance to complex cases may be a

substantial problem.

Recommendation:
8.1 The judiciary should examine the impact of complex cases on the courts and develop a
processing strategy that will minimize processing delay, facilitate the filing of motions,

support the presentation of complex evidence, and consider jurors' needs in untangling

complicated presentations.

There are a number of options which may be selected to help reduce the impact of complex
cases on the court. They range from designating a special team of judges trained in complex
investigations and transactions to be assigned to these cases; the use of a "flying wedge" of
retired judges to temporarily handle the caseload; or establishing separate courtrooms for the

processing of these cases. Under any of these options, the judge must exercise total control over

the trial pace and process.
CONCLUSION - A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE

There is a deja vu quality to this assessment because in spite of its focus on complex drug
prosecutions, the factors and issues surrounding this subject are strikingly similar to those
operating in the larger universe of organized crime. In the future, we would hope that similar
studies would be cast within the scope of this larger universe so that new knowledge and
technological advances would be focused on this wider problem area. To be sure, the problems
associated with drug trafficking are important and serious. They require the development of
strategies and skills that are not normally found in local prosecutor's offices. However, as we
noted, there is more benefit to be derived from casting resources and assistance into the wider

problem area of organized crime and rackets than pursuing a narrow specialization.

The finding that was most disappointing was how little research attention has been given
recently to organized crime investigations and prosecutions. Much of the literature of the 1970's
still exists as the only sources of knowledge and information. Yet technology has changed

considerably in the past 20 years, even the past 10 years. There is a critical need for new
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technology to be applied to the problems and needs produced by complex investigations and
prosecutions, It is disappointing that virtual reality exists in arcades and shopping malls but is
not being assessed for its utility in crime scene reconstructions. The ability and power of the
computer to support link analysis, and relate transactions and people is needed at the local
level. Its availability at the Federal level in agencies such as Treasury Department and the FBI is

not sufficient to support its potential value to local prosecutors or state and local task forces.

These two major findings suggest the existence of a more serious problem, namely the
fragmentation of effort within the entire criminal justice system regarding complex cases. The
basic needs are not necessarily specific to individual offenses; rather they emanate from the
activities that are needed to provide closure to investigations and prosecutions. These needs are
systemic. They involve all levels of government, Federal, state and local. They spread
geographically and jurisdictionally. They include skills and expertise not always available in a
timely fashion. They demand time and resources. Most importantly, however, unless they are
met and addressed, they have the potential to undermine the credibility of our system of justice

and the tenants of equal justice under the law.

Therefore, as a first step we recommend that NIJ support the development of an up-to-date,
comprehensive and relevant strategy to support the investigation and prosecution of complex
cases at the local level. A strategic plan should be developed that is directed to local prosecutors
and provides them with the ability to deliver services in this area as needed. This plan should be
inclusive. It should present a vision, specify goals and objectives, and examine and assess

various ways to achieve them. It should establish a broad timetable for implementation.

It is clear that the roles of each of the law enforcement and prosecution agencies change as they
move from Federal to state to local governments. One purpose of this plan would be to provide
as much support to each role as is needed, not short changing one to provide for another. The
plan should consider the realities of the legislative and economic environments within which the
~ prosecutor operates; develop policy for the office that allows for the investigation and
prosecution of complex cases; examine the various organizational models and management
support needed to provide these services; develop procedures for implementation; specify the
coordinating mechanisms between agencies and other resources; establish guidelines and
criteria for this activity that address prosecution, closure, corruption, security and protection,

among others; and, develop measures for performance and monitoring,
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This is not an easy task. We envision it being conducted by a task force composed not just of
criminal justice experts, but others like sociologists, computer science experts and economists
who can assist in keeping the vision broad and long term. This is not necessarily a short term
task. As policy issues are uncovered, some may be resolved quickly; others may require
extensive negotiations between the heads of different agencies or jurisdictional areas of
responsibility. However, only by adopting a slow methodical approach to identifying needs and
resolving issues can we expect to develop a strategy that can be maintained over a relatively

long period of time.

In conjunction with the development of the plan, attention needs to be given to establishing
means for supporting the local prosecutors. This study suggests that even the areas of training,
education and information sharing are unevenly developed, often fragmented and sometimes
absent. Mechanisms need to be established that will provide relevant training and education.
This suggests that the states, through the office of the Attorney General, should assume
responsibility for education and training within the framework of the state legislative
environment; and, that the Federal government assume responsibility for experimentation,
research, demonstrations, technical assistance and dissemination to assist local prosecutions.
The task confronting the Federal government should not be how to absorb additional cases that
could be prosecuted at the local level, but rather how to provide the local governments with

assistance and resources that will allow them to keep some of the cases.

The results of this study show the need for and the power of the local prosecutor in presenting
the first line offense or defense against organized crime activities. The implications for extending
these stances to other areas involving rackets and organized crime, to consumer and
environmental protection services, to white collar crime become powerful arguments for
providing adequate and appropriate supporting mechanisms. The Federal Government should
be taking a leadership role in ensuring that assistance is provided, not just by making its

resources available to the local governments but also by developing new resources for local

government use.

Finally, there is a need to speed up the application of information technology and computer
systems to support the investigation and prosecution of complex cases. The very complexity of
these cases is justification for this speed up. The fact that investigations and prosecutions are
handicapped by poor or incomplete information, that cases bog down because of information

overload which cannot be processed in a timely fashion are just a few indicators of unnecessary

delays and difficulties encountered by prosecutors and investigators. Therefore, the strategic
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planning effort should also develop a plan to ensure that advanced computer technology and
systems is available to local governments and that the systems developed meet local
government needs. The developers should not just be criminal justice experts, but persons

familiar with a wide array of information technology issues and applications.
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Chapter 3. THE NATURE OF COMPLEX DRUG CASES

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we define complex drug cases in terms of the complexity of investigations and
the type of illegal activity. It is not sufficient to define complex drug cases merely by their
offense label. Some drug trafficking cases, for example, may be processed like other routine
prosecutions while others are complex. The crucial difference lies mainly with the complexity of
the investigation. The goals and objectives of complex drug cases also differ from routine
prosecutions, and they generate a different set of requirements that are not normally
encountered by the prosecutor. This chapter provides insight into the difficulties that
prosecutors encounter as they attempt to balance office resources with the demands associated

with more complex prosecutions.

DEFINITIONS OF A CASE

Complex drug cases are differentiated by two factors: the complexity of investigative techniques
and the type of illegal activity.
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A primary characteristic of complex drug cases is their reliance on advanced investigative
techniques such as wire taps, financial investigations including asset forfeiture, link analysis,
and sophisticated electronic surveillance. Each technique requires resources that are not
routinely used by prosecutors or law enforcement agencies. For example, wiretaps may require
translators if the tapes record a language other than English, or suspects speak in code. Analysts
record and dassify volumes of information into digestible form. Financial investigators may be
needed to trace assets in drug conspiracy cases, develop the evidence needed to prove drug
trafficking, or track money laundering activities. Most asset forfeiture statutes use civil
proceedings, which may also be unfamiliar to many prosecutors, and which are often strongly
resisted by the public. (Jacoby et al. 1992). Link analysis attempts to identify covert relationships
between seemingly unconnected individuals or corporations, and requires special training if it is
to be used in an investigation. Electronic surveillance requires intensive manpower allocations.
Round the clock surveillance may require teams of 5 or more investigators for extended periods

of time.

The activities most frequently prosecuted by local prosecutor are asset forfeiture and conspiracy
cases. About 95 percent of the prosecutors reported that they either investigated of prosecuted
asset forfeiture and conspiracy cases. Only 42 and 34 percent. respectively has a similar
involvement with RICO and money laundering cases. The reasons for these disparities can be

seen in the nature of the cases themselves.

Complex cases also involve different types of criminal activities and offenses whose elements of
proof are often more complicated than routine cases. Among these are drug conspiracy cases. A
conspiracy is defined as an agreement between two or more persons to commit a substantive
crime. The crime need not be committed; the agreement, or partnership, to commit the crime
and some act in furtherance of the conspiracy is itself considered an offense (DEA 1987). The
obvious complication that drug conspiracy cases present to prosecutors is the need to develop
evidence that supports the intent to commit a crime. Another problem is posed by the existence
of multiple offender constellations. Not only do these constellations change and complicate the
tracing of connections, but they also make it more difficult to tie certain criminal acts to certain
offenders. They also often extend over time and across county, state and country borders,
producing criminal activities committed in a number of jurisdictions. While criminals do not
have to observe lines marking jurisdictions, law enforcement and prosecutors do. Therefore,

these cases require extra coordination and communication with other government entities.
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Drug trafficking cases are complicated by the variety of organizational structures that have to be
penetrated. The U.S. Attorneys and Attorney General's report (1989) provides examples of the
types of organizations used for drug trafficking. Trafficking networks range from major
international cartels to vertically integrated trafficking groups, to smaller, outlaw motorcycle
gangs to city-based, drug operations such as the California street gangs, which have even less
sophisticated organizational structures but extensive sales networks of low-level operatives.
Most networks are not clearly defined, tightly structured, stable entities, but rather informal,
loosely structured, open systems which react to economic and environmental changes. While
some of them show long-term patterns of collaboration, the participation of most subjects
follows not so much permanent organizational structures, but "business" related variations, like
supply and demand, competition and risks (Mastrofski and Potter 1987; See Bynum, 1987 for a
summary of this literature).

These variations are one reason why it is difficult to develop enforcement and prosecution
guidelines, and why developing and transferring strategies to target these offenders may be as
complicated as defining investigation's requirements and its success. Although no studies have
linked the effectiveness of special enforcement efforts to various distribution networks, it is very
likely that different networks react differently to strategies that are aimed at network disruption
or general drug crime reduction. This also means that a program's success may depend on the
illegal network it is aimed at. Most difficult to apprehend and prosecute are high-level

traffickers who operate covertly, especially if they are protected by strong organizational
structures (Adler, 1985; Waldorf, 1987).

Another set of cases, RICO and Continued Criminal Enterprise (CCE) cases require special
consideration because of the complexity of the evidence needed to prosecute drug crimes under
these statutes. They not only require evidence of the coordinated illegal activities of at least two
persons involved in more than one criminal action, but also a pattern of racketeering or

continued illegal activity (at least two acts). Proving these offenses generally requires substantial

tracing and intelligence gathering

RICO and CCE cases require special knowledge and resources, often not available at the local
level. Nevertheless, many states have enacted legislation that reflects the federal provisions. The
use of RICO or special conspiracy statutes has been successfully implemented in States like
Florida, Arizona and Colorado to prosecute drug distributors (Arizona Attorney General's

Office 1990; Florida Department of Law Enforcement 1989; Colorado Springs Police Department
1989).



Chapter 3. The Nature of Complex Drug Cases 31

Much attention has been given recently to the prosecution of money laundering cases. (Tien, 1985;
Karchmer, 1987; Preston, 1990; Karchmer and Ruch, 1992) The term, money laundering, refers in
the broadest sense to all activities designed to conceal the existence, nature, and final disposition
of funds gained through illicit activities (U.S. Attorneys and The Attorney General 1989). It
covers a large range of financial activities from exchanging currency to tax evasion. The fact that
most drug transactions are carried out exclusively in cash makes money laundering an

indispensable adjunct to drug trafficking activities.

One of the most frequent difficulties law enforcement personnel and prosecutors have with
money laundering schemes is the initial frustration they feel because a launderer's actions
appear hopelessly intertwined and removed from the initial criminal activity. Further
discouraging these investigations is the fact that laundering activities per se, such as depositing
money in several accounts, are usually not illegal. It has only been since 1986 that the act of
money laundering is a Federal crime. As a result, crimes involving money laundering have been
the primary interest of Federal enforcement and prosecution agencies. This reflects the
predominance of Federal jurisdiction in areas of drug trafficking conspiracies and anti-
racketeering laws and the use of Federal regulatory machinery to investigate money-laundering
transactions (Karchmer 1987).

However, there is a "local" character to money laundering as well. Law enforcement and
prosecution agencies concentrating on, lower level drug trafficking organizations have found
that they also tend to use local financial institutions and business ventures to launder their
illegal profits (Preston 1990).

Even if one resolves the issue of the definitional elements of complex cases, such as that
discussed above, there still remains the definition of the term “"case". Traditionally, the court
defines a case as composed of charges and defendants identified by a court docket number. In
the area of complex drug investigations and prosecutions, the term case has two meanings. The
first is associated with the investigative stages; the second occurs when arrests are made and
charges filed. When a "case" is in its investigative stage, it may focus on the activities of many
suspects who move in and out of interest over a long period of time, and whose activities are
ever-changing as the investigation progresses. Once the investigation, or one part of it,
terminates with arrests and prosecution, then the definition of the case to be prosecuted takes on
its traditional court meaning. However, even this traditional definition of court case may be

complicated if it relates to more than one defendant, one docket number, or one proceeding, in
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more than one court. This problem surfaces when one attempts to collect statistics about the

number of cases investigated and a consistent definition is not uniformly used.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

. GOALS AND dBIECfTivES‘ fOk_cCMPLEx DRUG PROSECUTIONS

s Convxct the leaders

* Abolxeh dmg traffxckmg netw0rks :' I

) Damage the network b mg its assets

* Convxct the head of org» : nzatlon and lieutenants

: ,' * Fxll the gap between Federal and 1ocal prosecuhon

Unlike routine prosecutions where the goals of deterrence, punishment, incapacitation and
increasing public safety are commonly shared, complex drug cases operate with a different set
of goals --- some of which may even conflict with other legitimate prosecutorial goals. The
primary emphasis is on disrupting or closing down a network (Preston 1990) and reducing the
profits from illegal activities. At the state level, the first priority cited by Attorneys General was
damaging the network. Almost one half (46 percent) of the local prosecutors cited this as the
priority cases with multiple defendants or a complicated network of activity. Only 10 percent

looked at conviction as the priority for prosecution.

In all likelihood, the goals of conviction and abolition of the network may never be fully
achieved. Rather, they will be approached through a series of incremental steps. Part of the
reason for this is that networks are not stable over jurisdictions or time. Each one that exists

within a prosecutor's jurisdiction dictates the use of different approaches and different tactics.
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The objective of investigators and prosecutors is to penetrate the organization or network as
deeply as possible and inflict maximum damage. This is achieved more often by small steps,
moving from one layer to another; rarely in one fell swoop. The recent conviction of John Gotti
offers a good illustration of the results than can be achieved through the deep penetration of the
organization. However, Gotti's conviction did not close the case, that may happen only after the

"lieutenants" are also convicted.

There are different strategies for penetrating the network. Some may be based on a bottoms-up
approach, convicting or turning the capos and middlemen until the boss is reached. Others may
reflect a top-down technique, convicting the boss and then going after the lieutenants. No matter
which approach is taken, the development and management of informants is crucial to the
prosecution. The question is: should the informant's involvement be ended or should the

investigation continue to go deeper into the organization?

The strategies used to prosecute complex drug cases sometimes conflict with the goals and
activities implied by general office and agency policies or even sentencing guidelines. For
example, a recent special report on mandatory minimum penalties in the Federal criminal justice
system noted that defendants known to have been involved in ongoing drug activities are just as
likely to be sentenced below mandatory minimums as those for whom only a single drug event
was known. Defendants most likely to be sentenced at or above the minimums are street level
distributors, not those involved in large scale distribution, manufacturing, and importation (U.S.

Sentencing Commission 1991).

These findings lend proof to the existence of conflict with the local prosecutor's more traditional
goals of punishment and incarceration. No longer can defendants be viewed narrowly for
prosecution; rather, they must be viewed in relation to their ability to support or forward a
broader investigation. If this means no prosecution or prosecution on a lesser charge, then a
lesser sentence may be traded for a larger purpose. The decisions made by the prosecutor

clearly are influenced by the existence of these different goals.

The conflicts with other prosecutorial goals present prosecutors with a set of policy decisions
and ethical considerations not normally encountered. For example, convicting the leader of a
network satisfies a justice goal. But damaging a network satisfies some broader sodial goals of
accountability and safety, and this course of action may be selected at the risk of compromising
the justice goal. If the mandate of prosecuting all crime equally is sacrificed for the improvement

of social good, the question becomes important. If, for example, the prosecutor is caught in the
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trap of dealing cases away time after time to obtain a deeper penetration into the organization,
then what happens to the equality of justice and the public's perception of its application? If the
prosecutor believes that the network is more dangerous than the individual, then suspects have

to be rolled but the question of reasonable balance has to be addressed.
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CHAPTER 4. DIFFERENCES ASSOCIATED WITH COMPLEX DRUG CASE
PROSECUTIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we examine the differences between complex drug case prosecutions and the
larger, more familiar universe of "routine" or "typical" drug prosecutions for possession, sales
and distribution. It is the differences in time and resources, police/prosecutor coordination, and

litigation that impact on the prosecutor and require different responses, changes in policies or

procedures.

COMPLEX DRUG PROSECUTION

Lxhgahon mAmany forums ‘ ’

TIME AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The extensive investigations preceding arrests and prosecutions may extend well over a year
and into many avenues of inquiry, some rewarding, others frustrating. The workload,

associated paperwork and record keeping activities are substantial. They require a commitment
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of personnel and resources over long periods of time. These commitments may be difficult to
maintain if investigations spanning one to two years conflict with personnel promotion or
rotation procedures that limit the retention of experienced and knowledgeable investigators or
attorneys. On the other hand, the complexity may cause investigative burn-out, and require

sufficient resources to back up overworked and stressed personnel.

Hindering the involvement of local prosecutors in complex prosecutions is the extensive
investment of people and resources required for a small number of cases. Two or three complex
cases may tie up a single attorney for a year or more. The Attorneys General reported that the
median shortest investigation was 2 months, the longest 12 months and the majority were 6
months. The pattern is similar for local prosecutors: the shortest investigations were 2 months,
the longest 12 months and the majority were 3 months. The typical length of time for

prosecution by the local prosecutors was 5 months.

If prosecutors are also responsible for conducting routine prosecutions in addition to the
complex cases, they often have to juggle two sets of priorities. In terms of efficiency, there is
little to justify taking on complex investigations that generate a long lead time before arrest.
Early successes for the large amounts of money and time invested are not routinely
forthcoming. Resources are particularly difficult to find in small jurisdictions which are not
immune to the possibility of encountering complex cases. This problem may be resolved if the
prosecutor, after an analysis of the facts, is able to turn to law enforcement agencies for
assistance, other prosecutor's offices, task forces or the state Attorney General. Five out of 10
prosecutors reported that the lack of personnel hindered their ability to investigate and
prosecute complex drug cases. It is interesting to note the relationships between the Federal,
state, and local prosecutors. Eighty percent of the Attorneys General reported that some of there
cases were prosecuted by other agencies, mostly by the local prosecutor; while 90 percent of the

local prosecutors reported that some of their cases were prosecuted mostly by the Federal

government.

Complex drug cases create security problems because of the nature of the targets of
investigations and the objective to penetrate the organization or network. Aggressive security
precautions should be the norm. Not only is there is a real threat to the lives of the judges and
prosecutors but also to informants. Recognition should always be given to the potential for the

corruption of police investigators, and even prosecutors when developing security plans.
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POLICE AND PROSECUTOR COORDINATION

The combined skills and expertise of both police and prosecutors are vital to successful
investigations and prosecutions. As Goldstock (1992) emphasized: each agency should recognize
and respect the other's role in the process, deferring to one another in particular situations as
legal or investigative issues predominate. Different kinds of coordinated activities are needed.
Proactive investigations may require financial background checks to trace money and property,
business connections, and travel activities over sometimes long periods of time. Witness
preparation often requires special protection efforts (Goldstock and Coennen 1980); expert
witness testimony may be needed to explain the results of a net worth analysis (Nossen 1982).

Success is almost entirely dependent on the degree of coordination and communication
established by the police and prosecutors. Investigative information flows from the bottom
(street, or investigative level) up to the top (management and administration level). It is this
information that sets the nature and scope of the investigation and directs the lines of inquiry.
The prosecutor may assume one of several roles. Least beneficial is a reactive one where the case
is submitted as fait accompli and the prosecutor has little knowledge or involvement in the
preceding investigative activities. At the other end of the continuum, prosecutors may direct the
entire investigation, thereby knowing every detail of the case. Clearly, the level of involvement
between police and prosecutor may have a significant effect on the prosecutor's ability to bring

about a successful prosecution.

Strategic planning and anticipating the prosecution requirements of each case are integral to
complex drug prosecutions. Because the range of investigation and the findings vary from day
to day, and the expenditure of personnel and funds escalates, a strategic plan is essential if only
to determine when parts of the case should terminate with arrests or other actions. The plan also
anticipates the evidentiary needs of a case, the timing of discovery, and the presentation of
evidence and findings. Presenting to the court findings based on financial investigations, asset

forfeiture and other sophisticated investigative techniques also requires substantial planning
time,

For optimum results, the prosecutor should be involved from the beginning to anticipate the
type of prosecution that will be forthcoming and the range of available remedies that will be
used. Each court case has to be viewed with an eye to a trial not to a plea bargain, and with an
expected sanction clearly in mind. If negotiation is undertaken, its purpose is to gain more

information or intelligence about the organization or network, not to obtain a speedy disposition
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by means of a plea. Criminal prosecution leading to incarceration and fines is only one remedy.
The use of civil remedies, including forfeitures, abatements, injunctions and suits for monetary
damages may also be valuable avenues for disrupting or damaging the network. The choice of
strategies will influence the type of case that will eventually go to court. Finally, cases should
not be investigated in perpetuity. The strategic plan should include investigation closure criteria
that are developed in advance and updated as the investigation proceeds. For example, an
investigation could be closed when the bulk of the assets have been seized, the majority of

defendants identified, or there are no more funds to support the investigation.

LITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

Legal rules concemmg search and seizure, the nght to counsel”electmmc surveﬂlance
_ and related issues are now so intricate that pohce must routmely rely on lawyers to”
detemune what they can and cannot do in any type of complex investigations.

: e Ronald Goldstock NY Orgamzed Crime Task Force .

Prosecutions resulting from long term investigations face the added challenge of evidence
selection and presentation. The amount of evidence may be voluminous, requiring classification,
sorting and prioritizing for presentation. The presentation strategy has to be compelling but not
confusing to the judge or jury. For example, financial investigations that trace hidden assets
produce evidence in unfamiliar forms such as the results of net worth analysis. Link analysis
may be entered into evidence about charges that do not include the possession of drugs or guns
or have little corroborative evidence. Similarly, cases with co-conspirators present difficulties in
proving criminal intent and actual involvement. Even wiretaps have to be screened for their
evidentiary value. The need for well trained, skilled prosecutors becomes even more acute when
one considers that the defendants in these cases often have the financial resources to hire the

best defense attorneys available.

The complex nature of the evidence distinguishes these cases from the routine. It requires highly
trained attorneys, a variety of specialized skills not normally possessed by prosecutors, and
choices about the forums for prosecution. The demand for highly trained attorneys reflects the
increasing complexity of legislation and statutes, and the impact of new and emerging
technologies. Prosecutors have been given more control over sophisticated investigative

techniques; they may serve as counsel to the grand jury, resolve immunity questions and are
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responsible for applying for authorization to conduct electronic surveillance and monitoring its

execution by the police. (Goldstock, 1992)

Complex prosecutions require skilled attorneys who have received advanced training and are
experienced in specialized areas. Wiretap is an excellent example of an area where formal
training has to be mixed with on-the-job training to keep skills ready. To assure the steady
availability of resources, some jurisdictions have created teams for wiretaps, investigations and
motions where one attorney is the lead attorney and the other is the co-chair. On the next case,

the co-chair assumes the lead position and a new attorney is brought in as co-chair.

Sometimes, investigations require specialized skills not found in law enforcement agencies.
Frequently, the academic world can provide economists, sociologists, loss prevention specialists,
historians and political scientists, and industry can provide experts to help make policy
recommendations to the investigating agencies (Goldstock, 1992). Investigators need basic
experience in undercover work, confidential informant management and electronic surveillance.
But they also need to know how specific legal concepts are applied to their work, especially in
the areas of conspiracy, trafficking and asset forfeiture law.

For local prosecutors, the typical staffing for complex drug cases includes: 4 prosecutors, 2
paralegals, 2 crime analysts, 2 intelligence analysts, 1 investigator on staff, 5 law enforcement
personnel on detail and 4 support personnel. Still, on the local level, the biggest demand is

placed on law enforcement agendies.

Litigation may proceed in civil or criminal courts, or both. As a result, another important
decision in a prosecution strategy is selecting the forum for the case. Parts of the case may be
prosecuted in the U.S. District Court, other parts in the state criminal court and some parts such
as asset forfeiture proceedings may be processed through civil courts. The selection of forums
attempts to balance the highest achievable sanctions with the availability of trained and
" experienced attorneys. Early decisions and careful planning are critical to establishing this
balance. Attorneys may be cross-designated to operate in Federal or state courts; they may
conduct civil trials; and, they may have to develop guidelines and criteria for the prosecution of
a case both civilly and criminally so a proceeding in one court does not have a detrimental effect
on another proceeding in the other court. Prosecutors traditionally trained in criminal law may

have to expand their knowledge to include civil court proceedings and tactics.
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The prosecution of complex drug crimes may require different adjudication policies (toward
plea bargaining, discovery, motions); different trial procedures (including separate drug courts,
motions and appeals); different courts (through the use of civil procedures for asset forfeitures
and racketeering); and, different sanctions (e.g. payment of monetary damages). It also requires
accountability to lessen the risk of failure. Vertical prosecution or team prosecution ensures that
policy and strategies are consistent; trial teams give flexibility to case processing and scheduling
while maintaining accountability; and, the designation of special trial attorneys who are
experienced in procedural responses such as motions to suppress (e.g. wiretaps, surveillance,

search warrants, etc.), and the adjudication issues keep these activities centralized.

CONCLUSION

Complex drug prosecutions require a more specialized, set of activities; they operate with a
different set of goals and objectives; they have different characteristics and dimensions; and,
they present a different set of issues for prosecution. Because investigating and prosecuting
these cases require special skills, techniques and additional resources, state and local agencies
are often unable to respond to such technologically or operationally intricate offenses as money
laundering, drug manufacturing, drug trafficking conspiracies, and drug-related banking
crimes. For the prosecutors who dedicate resources to complex cases, there are a set of issues

that should be addressed,
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CHAPTER 5. ISSUES FOR PROSECUTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we describe the factors associated with complex drug prosecutions and indicate
the issues that surround them that are different from routine prosecutions. Although the factors
themselves are not unique, e.g. the organization, budget or performance measures, the questions
and issues they produce are not normally considered in the routine prosecution and
management of criminal cases. For each of these factors, we will discuss some of the more

salient issues from both a political and practical perspective.

1d local prosecutions

' Conruption and ethical considerations

CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTANCE

Two criteria are needed in addition to the normal screening criteria for accepting (or declining)
cases that are based on the prosecutor's policy and guidelines. They are: (1) the likelihood that
there is a chance of affecting the network by undertaking the investigation; and, (2) the
availability of resources.

Validity of the Investigation

The validity of the investigation is determined through meetings with all the principals (police
and prosecution) who will be affected by a decision to move forward. The purpose of these
meetings is to determine whether there is an identifiable target; and a strong likelihood that it

can be reached, either through informants or defendants, who have "flipped" in return for
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leniency, or by other routes. The principals will estimate the amount of funds and other

resources needed to support the case.

If the case is accepted, the prindpals will design a preliminary strategy to handle special
operations and/or the need for special equipment or space. Case management policy should be
placed in writing, stating the priority that will be given to targets and their prosecution. In many
instances, the ability of an offender to move the investigation deeper into the network may take
precedence over prosecution. The existence of written policies and priorities are essential for
good coordination and communication. Because extensive investigations require long-term
commitments with uncertain success, few cases are accepted in any given year. Based on our
survey, the median length of investigations in Attorneys General Offices range from 2 months

to 48 with the typical case lasting 6 months. For local prosecutors, these range from to months

Availability of Resources

Obtaining personnel resources is cited as the number one impediment to the investigation and
prosecution of complex cases. Complex cases usually need to be supported by a team which
ideally includes five different skills: attorney, investigator, accountant, analyst and secretary. In
some offices, attorneys knowledgeable in complex prosecutions, trained in wiretaps and net
worth analysis may already be available, operating out of special units created for organized
crime or major offender cases. If these units are not in existence, attorneys may have to be
drawn from existing staff. Eight out of ten local prosecutors reported that the assigned attorney
carries two caseloads, a regular one plus the complex case About half of the Attorney General
offices reported that prosecutors carry a routine caseload in addition to being assigned complex
cases. Whether an office has the capacity to dedicate attorneys to complex cases is based
primarily on the volume of cases in the courts and the workload capacity of the courts and
prosecutor. For example, a small office simply may not have prosecutors available for long-term
assignments. However, lack of resources is not unique to small offices. Larger offices operating
in overcrowded courts may not have the capacity to handle complex cases. Even in Attorney
General officers, the median number of complex drug investigations was 10 for the year, a

number that has not increased from the past year. Similarly prosecutions only numbered 12

within the year.
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' The conduct of criminal investigations has grown so sophisticated that no individual
discipline can provide all the necessary expertise.
: Ronald Goldstock, NY Organized Crime Task Force

Complex drug cases require other specialized skills not usually associated with routine drug

cases. Crucial roles are played by:

Financial investigators ( or investigative accountants) as they analyze books and records and

search for hidden assets

Tactical analysts, skilled in collating and analyzing evidence generated in particular
investigations from wiretaps, surveillance, informants and books and records, are
needed. Combining link analysis and formal charting with intuition and experience
helps make connections and suggest leads that otherwise might be lost in mountains of

data.

Strategic analysts are also valuable because strategies must be based on sufficient and reliable
information. Trained to review broad data bases and analyze trends within areas of
actual or potential criminal activity, strategic analysts play a key role in evaluating the
appropriateness of particular strategies. Computer systems skills are required to

maintain, develop and analyze a variety of data bases.

The key issue is whether there are resources available and whether the case has a high enough
priority to warrant the commitment of these resources. The Directory of local prosecutors

(Appendix B) developed as part of this evaluation identifies offices that may be of assistance.

A much publicized alternative for increasing the capacity of the system to process complex cases
is cross-designation. Generally, local prosecutors are designated as assistant U.S. Attorneys
(AUSA); although in some instances, AUSA's may be cross-designated as deputy prosecutors.
Attorneys General officers rarely use this strategy. The median number of prosecutors or
investigators cross designated by the Attorney's General office ranged from none to 1. For the
local prosecutor, the median was 1. The ability to move experienced attorneys across
jurisdictional lines not only increases capacity, but it may also permit the imposition of more
severe sanctions. Another technique for increasing capacity is to contract for special prosecutors

if the situation warrants and funds are available.
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The practice of cross-designation and/or contract attorneys is not without risk. Cross-
designation may cost the local prosecutor an attorney position. Once cross-designated attorneys
are trained for Federal court procedures and practices, they may be used so extensively in U.S.
District Court that they are effectively lost to the local prosecutor. Contract attorneys present a
slightly different problem. These positions tend to be paid higher salaries than appropriated
positions to compensate for the temporary nature of the work. When a permanent position

becomes available, the trained attorney may not be willing to take a pay cut.

Investigative capacity is another factor in the decision to accept a complex case. If the local
police are unwilling or unable to participate in these long-term efforts, then the prosecutor
should be prepared to either assign and train its own investigators, or use the resources of the
Federal Government. The Federal Government offers a variety of tactics and procedures to
augment the investigative capacity of local jurisdictions. One popular one is the cross-designation
of law enforcement officers. This has two advantages. First, Federal agencies will pay overtime
costs for law enforcement investigators, thereby increasing local investigative resources.
Secondly, the Federal agencies have more buy money than local agencies or task forces, thereby
increasing the power of the investigation. Although conceptually a resource, in practice cross-
designation is infrequently used. The median number of local investigators cross-designated is

2; for the Attorneys General it is 0.

On a more informal note, "borrowing" is an accepted practice. Shortages can occur in any area. In
the investigative area, departments may run out of undercover agents who are not known to the
targeted organization; or they may not have an investigator with a particular ethnic background
needed to penetrate the organization. It is, therefore, not unusual to find departments
"borrowing" personnel from other departments in different areas, or making arrangements with

Federal agencies to assist them.

Not all offices have accountants and financial or intelligence analysts as part of their staff The
Attorney General fares the best with 50 percent reporting expertise in these areas. For local
prosecutors, the highest levels of staff and attorney expertise occurred with asset forfeiture )94
percent stated they had experienced personnel in this area), followed by informant management

(85 percent), financial investigations (73 percent) and wiretaps (65 percent).

Under restrictive circumstances, the prosecutor may have to look to law enforcement agencies,
task forces, the Attorney General or Federal agencies for assistance. Adequate support staff is

critical to the investigation and prosecution functions. The need for efficient paperwork and



Chapter 5. Issues for Prosecution 45

records management systems is obvious given the amount of information and intelligence that is
collected. The need for analysts to appraise and compile the information into usable evidence is
essential; and the scheduling and timing of events (both investigative and court) requires
monitoring by staff to ensure compliance. These needs suggest the types of personnel required:
legal interns, paralegals, financial analysts, and administrative and clerical support. Some may
be on staff, others may be hired on contract or even serve on a voluntary basis. A viable source
for support staff is the military, which may detail clerical staff over for periods up to six weeks
at a time. These persons can translate, type transcripts of wires and file information. Because

they are military, security is minimized. Some staff even may have top secret clearance.

The availability of funds, especially buy money, is another major consideration for case
acceptance. Of equal importance to buy money are funds for personnel, space and equipment. In
seeking funds, the rule should be to tap alternative sources other than appropriations. Among
these sources are: Federal grant funds such as the state block grant funds from the Department of
Justice, and funds received by the state from other federal agencies such as the Departments of

Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Health and Human Services.

A primary source, if it is available, is the proceeds from asset forfeitures. These funds may come
from either Federal adoptions or state distribution formulae. Prosecutors are in an enviable
position if state statutes enable them to share in the proceeds from forfeitures. If this is not
possible, then it may still be possible for the law enforcement agency to contract for

prosecutorial services.

Restitution, fines and fees are other areas that may produce needed money. With appropriate
legislation, it may also be possible to obtain additional funds through sales taxes. In 1989, Jackson
County (Kansas City), MO voters approved a one quarter of a cent increase in the local sales tax
to be used by the criminal justice system to fight drugs and drug-related crimes. This tax yields
estimated revenues of about $15 million a year. Finally, in-kind or cash contributions can also be
“sought from major corporations, business partnerships or other stakeholders in the effort to

abolish drug organizations.

The justification for seeking additional funds outside the appropriation process (or even within
it, if necessary) is that it will probably be a one-time effort. It is likely these cases will become
revenue-producers particularly as assets are traced, seized and forfeited. The Jefferson
Institute's evaluation of asset forfeiture programs found that all the pilot programs provided

with start-up, seed money from the Department of Justice had recouped the initial investment
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and more within the first year of operations. (Jacoby et al, 1992:19). For example, Colorado
Springs Metro VNI task force received $105,000 in federal grant funds. At the end of 12 months,
it had net forfeitures of $615,000. Similarly, the $125,000 seed money received by Tucson's
MANITIS produced net forfeitures of $825,000 by the end of the first year. The task of finding

seed money may only be necessary once.

Other Factors

In addition to the need for funds and resources, the decision to accept complex cases for
investigation and prosecution also considers such factors as: (1) the number of complex drug
cases that can be handled by the office; (2) the priorities and commitment of the law
enforcement agencies; and, (3) the types of trafficking networks that exist in the area. If a
commitment by police and investigators exists, then with prosecutorial involvement and
support, it is likely that broader and wider ranging investigations will be undertaken because as
the experience of the investigators increases, their ability to plan and execute operations

produces more successful outcomes.

The type of trafficking network or illegal activity is a major consideration since some types may
demand more investigative resources than others, different levels of evidence and more
complex litigations. For example, money laundering and financial transfers require a different
type of investigation and level of activity than a drug distribution and sales network. If the
investigation and prosecution is accepted by Federal law enforcement agencies and the U.S.
Attorney's office, the local prosecutor may avoid significant costs. However, the risk attached to
Federal referrals is that, too often, cases may fall through the cracks unless the local prosecutor

accepts responsibility for their prosecution.
Special Requirements

Complex drug prosecutions often require special, and costly, operations, space or equipment
not included in either a law enforcement agency's or prosecutor's budget. How these operations
can be conducted without substantially reducing available funds is an issue for early

consideration. Again, it is necessary to look to outside sources for assistance.

Special equipment used in investigations and even litigation such as aerial photography or
surveillance, laboratory and forensic tests, night vision tracking, and three dimensional

photography or expert witnesses may be too expensive, sophisticated or complex for the
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budgets of local law enforcement agencies or prosecutors. Therefore, the resources of the
Federal government should be examined to identify what is available and what can be used. In
many cases, Federal law enforcement agencies are able to provide assistance to state and local
authorities. Another source is the military, particularly the National Guard units (air and
ground) which will lend equipment or personnel, or actually conduct some of the operations
such as aerial surveillance or photography. Also important may be the Treasury Department,
U.S. Postal Service, Customs and Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Internal Revenue
Service and other agencies with regulatory authority. If the type of equipment needed is more
ordinary, like computers, plotters and scanners, asset forfeiture funds could be used to assist in
making purchases. The burden imposed by some of these special operations can also be reduced
by using street level law enforcement personnel after they have been oriented and trained. State

agencies, both police and Attorneys General, also are sources for assistance.

Many undercover investigations require field offices or observation posts. To conserve funds,
this space may be donated by other public service agencies such as fire departments, highway or
street repair facilities, airports, schools etc. Additionally, the private sector may be able to assist
with the donation of private office space or street front stores. And again forfeited property

might be converted to these purposes.

In the real world, the question of whether to proceed comes down to a simple policy decision: if

you have the political will to do it, then you do it.
TYPE OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE.

The organization to support the investigation and prosecution of complex drug cases typically
takes one of four forms. (1) At the simplest level, no separate organizational unit is created.
Cases are simply assigned to individual attorneys when they are accepted by the office. (2) Next on
the organizational continuum are separate units or teams which may be established on an ad hoc
basis for a particular investigation, or may be a permanent part of the organization. (3)
Permanent units may take one of two forms: a drug prosecution unit which handles all drug
cases including complex ones; or an organized crime (rackets) unit which handles all complex
cases including drugs. (4) Farther along the continuum are task forces containing personnel

detailed from several agencies including the prosecutor's office.

For the most part (about 60 percent), local prosecutors tend to create a separate unit sometimes

operating independently within the office, and to a lesser extent within a task force
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environment. The selection of a particular type of organization will depend on: (1) the number
of cases to be handled; (2) the type of case and the targets; and, (3) the complexity of the case
and its expected duration. A single attorney, for example, would not be capable of directing and
coordinating a large-scale case without back up assistance and administrative support provided
by an organizational unit. Much encouragement has been given by professionals to the use of
task forces because of their ability to centralize and control complicated tasks and activities,
including planning activities, and reduce coordination problems. There is a down side, however,
to task forces that prosecutors should consider. Detailing attorneys or personnel to a task force
environment effectively removes them from the office and from the policy direction and control
of the prosecutor. The prosecutor also loses flexibility to move these attorneys in response to
changing needs and situations. Staff morale also may suffer if the credit for investigations and
prosecution is taken by the task force, not the prosecutor's office. Although these negative
factors exist, they do not, by themselves, refute the advantages of the task force environment.
The extent of the prosecutor's participation in a task force environment is clearly a policy

decision that needs careful consideration.
ROLE OF THE PROSECUTOR IN INVESTIGATIONS

About one half of the complex drug cases are referred to the local prosecutor by the local task
force. Another 40 percent is referred by the local police. Only rarely are cases referred by state
or Federal agencies. Few (15 percent) are initiated by arrest. The implications are that most

prosecutors, most of the time, are involved in the investigation phases.

Prosecutors may choose from a variety of investigative roles stretching over a proactive-reactive
continuum. The minimal, reactive response is the least productive or helpful in complex cases
because they require intensive police/prosecutor coordination during the investigation and case
preparation stages. When prosecutors adopt a reactive stance, taking a case after arrests have

been made, they lose the ability to assist in protecting or even enhancing the evidence.

Some prosecutors monitor the investigative phases to keep up-to-date. This tactic has the
advantages of allowing them to keep abreast of the investigative progress of the case, and to
move quickly when the arrests are made or indictments sought. At the same time, it delays the
impact of these cases on prosecutorial personnel and other resources until for as long as
possible, thereby pfeserving scarce resources. Under these circumstances, one assumes that the

investigations are conducted by agencies outside the prosecutor's office.
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possible, thereby preserving scarce resources. Under these circumstances, one assumes that the

investigations are conducted by agencies outside the prosecutor's office.

Prosecutorial activity is expanded when prosecutors are involved in the strategic planning for the
investigations, participate in the decisionmaking process about investigations and arrests, and
coordinate investigative activities with prosecutorial needs. As part of the strategic planning
process, both investigative and prosecution decisions become more flexible and more options

are created. This is a very powerful strategy for prosecution.

Finally, at the far end of the continuum are prosecutors who assume policy direction for the
investigative phase, and monitor the tactical aspects of the investigation thereby making the

operation consistent with prosecutorial goals and objectives.

As the ability of the prosecutor to anticipate and prepare for cases increases, the likelihood of
successful outcomes and less disruption to normal operations is also increased. Anticipatory
prosecution is a strategy that forecasts the next and future steps in the prosecution, and prepares
for them before they occur. The closer prosecutors are to the strategies and tactics employed in

the investigative stages, the better they can prepare for the litigation stages of the prosecution.

Independent of the role of the prosecutor in investigations, it is essential that a consensus be
reached between the police and the prosecutor regarding the expected goals and outcomes of
the case, and the roles each will play in reaching them. Law enforcement needs to be sensitive to
the demands of the litigation, and recognize that the prosecutor has to retain control of critical
elements of the investigate stage that affect litigation. This is not always an easy task. But it can
be achieved if each participant recognizes and defers to the expertise of the other; and each

recognizes that their roles will change depending on the type and phase of the investigation.

CRITERIA FOR LEG AL FORUM SELECTION

Since a complex drug case has many parts, it generally results in a number of defendants and
court cases. Some of these court cases may be prosecuted in Federal courts, others in local
criminal courts, and others in civil courts particularly if asset forfeiture or civil RICO are choices
that are available. The linkage between the civil and criminal components is important.
Segregation of criminal from civil procedures should be maintained so that the settlements of
criminal cases are made independently of civil. In this way, the accusation that wealthy

defendants are buying their way out can be avoided.
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Because of the many forums available, criteria should be established early on to guide the

decisions about forum selection.
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For prosecution the ability to meet the criteria depends on a number of considerations including:

1. The admissibility of evidence in parallel proceedings and different forums.
Two examples are: grand jury information cannot be used in civil cases; and, the
testimony given by witnesses in civil proceedings may be precluded from

criminal court.

2. State and Federal search warrant requirements.
The state's requirements may be more restrictive than Federal which may create

problems in state courts when the results of Federal investigations are to be

introduced as evidence.

3. The rule regarding discovery.

Florida, for example, has liberal, open disclosure which gives preference to
Federal prosecutions. An important consideration is what discovery can you

get?



Chapter 5. Issues for Prosecution 51

4. Policies and procedures governing immunity, and the disclosure of informants.

5. The procedures governing preliminary hearings.
For example, if credible hearsay is allowed, more protection can be given to the

informant's identity.

6. Differences in sanctions and sentencing.
Especially important are statutes that provide for mandatory minimums (e.g.
gun laws and drug free school zones), the maximum times that can be imposed,

and the availability of sentencing guidelines.

7. The type of legislation for financial investigations and asset forfeiture.
For example, restrictive state forfeiture laws that do not allow for the seizure of
real property or the proceeds from illegal activities, force cases to Federal
courts. Almost two thirds of the local prosecutors referrals to the Federal
Government were due to poor legislation. Only 20 percent were due to a lack of

resources.

8. The court's willingness to process complex drug cases.
Cases generated by the Attorney General may consume from 2 to 12 months of
prosecution with the typical case lasting 6 months. For local prosecutors, the

impact on the court is not dissimilar.

MEASURES OF SUCCESS

Traditionally success is judged by the number of arrests, indictments and convictions. Numbers
alone are not an appropriate measure of effectiveness in dealing with organized crime, rackets

“and complex drug trafficking cases. The pressure to produce quantity rather than quality can
badly distort tactical and strategic goals.

The primary measure of program success is how well it has been able to meet or approach its
goals. For complex drug prosecutions, the goals relate to the penetration of the network,
conviction of the leaders and lieutenants, and damage to the network. But most investigations
extend over long periods of time with convictions in one case merely extending the investigation

even further. Therefore, how does one measure success? As one prosecutor said, "In small
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steps”. Each conviction leading to a deeper penetration, turning up new informants, yielding

new intelligence, are small steps taken along the road to success.
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The fact that there is no single measure of success in these cases is partly due to the goals
emanating from the different jurisdictions of the agencies involved. The Federal government
may seek interdiction by sealing the borders; the state may attempt to curtail money laundering;
while the local prosecutor may seek to protect the public and improve the quality of life for
future generations of children in a community by empowering other institutions such as schools,

in addition to damaging or displacing a drug distribution network.

For the more narrow goals of prosecution, success can be measured by a variety of factors:
1. the arrest and conviction of the target and lieutenants and the seizure of their assets;
2. the scope of the impact on the organization, which indicates the extent to which the
network is damaged or displaced. This result is observed when the principals involved
are no longer active, and their names are no longer known on the street;
3. the impact on the neighborhood, which indicates a reduction in drug trafficking; when

related crimes such as soliciting and burglaries decrease; and when the quality of life in

the neighborhood improves.

4. obtaining a higher level of knowledge and information about the organization; or being

able to reach a higher level of the organization through an informant.

Some secondary measures may also indicate movement towards the ultimate goal, such as an

increased difficulty in obtaining drugs, and a higher price for the drugs that are available. (If
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DUEF statistics are available, they can be a convenient source for monitoring changes of the drug

market).
ROLE OF FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PROSECUTORS

The delineation of goals and objectives clearly show differences between Federal, state and local
prosecutorial interests. Local government, for example, generally cannot stop drugs from
entering the country; they can, however, have a significant impact on street distribution
networks. State governments can take a broader view than local governments, looking at trends
and regional problems and identifying and tracking new drug syndicates. They have a vital role
in situations in which organized crime groups develop around narcotics and pursue the drug
trade through one or more regions of the state. This role may be especially important where

drugs enter the state in one location intended for distribution in another.

Federal priorities relate to interdiction and the business of international cartels. They may or
may not have an influence on state and local efforts. However, it is possible that some
influences will be detrimental to state and local investigations. They may contradict state and
local priorities, for example; result in cases falling through the cracks because they do not meet
Federal case acceptance criteria; and, be unmanageable due to differences in legal and
evidentiary requirements. A state-wide or regional approach may be required if investigative

responsibilities cross county lines to protect the case from possible shifts in Federal priorities.

Yet, in reality, the roles are not so clearly identifiable. There is little perceived duplication of
effort in prosecution. Twenty percent of the Attorney General offices reported duplication of
effort; and 30 percent of the local prosecutors saw duplication. However, the perception
changed for investigations. For example, half of the Attorneys General offices reported
duplication in investigations; and 49 percent of the local prosecutor agrees. The issues that these
differences create need to be addressed and resolved. Clearly it is important to have cooperation
between these different agencies, but it is also obvious that today much needed cooperation is
lacking. There are different roles for Federal, state and local agencies to play, and more than

enough in each case to keep them busy.

Ronald Goldstock, Director of the New York State Organized Crime Task Force, has articulated
the dimension of the conflict and the need for a coordinated response among all levels of
government. He notes that when multiple agencies band together in joint investigative

undertakings, conflicts in mission and direction are inevitable. Such conflicts can breed
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confusion and mistrust and result in turf wars which jeopardize the best interests of the
investigations. Turf problems are difficult to overcome when they are not a product of rational
policy but based on historical and political anomalies. There are clear advantages to cooperation
among agencies with different jurisdictions. Each has a body of knowledge, a collection of

resources and personnel, and a substantive point of view to contribute (Goldstock, 1992).
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One of the clear benefits of an articulated coordination policy is the flexibility it brings to the
case because there is access to more than one set of statutes and jurisdictions. For example,
search warrants or wiretaps can be procured in the jurisdiction having the most advantageous
procedural rules, and prosecution can take place in the jurisdiction providing the greatest

chance of success and the broadest scope of punishment.

Yet, work clearly needs to be done in developing methods to take advantage of the
opportunities and minimize the disadvantages inherent in the multiplicity of agencies and
jurisdictions involved in complex drug cases. In the short run, i.e. in the context of a particular
investigation, thought must be given in the investigative planning process to involving those
agencies with appropriate jurisdiction and expertise, avoiding the pitfalls of such joint efforts,

and maximizing the contribution that each agency can make.

" In the long run, cross-designation and the use of Law Enforcement Coordinating Councils
(LECC's) may help state and local prosecutors gain an understanding of the Federal perspective
and procedures which would increase their investigative potential and prosecutions.
Conversely, Congressional attention should be given to thinking through the need for the

current multiplicity of Federal agencies having overlapping jurisdiction, and the increasing

trend to legislate concurrent jurisdiction with state criminal activity.
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There is growing concern by criminal justice and local government experts about the potential
consequences of the Federalization of local responsibilities (Goldstock 1992; Watts 1992). The
enactment of Federal legislation which has concurrent jurisdiction with local statutes provides
local agencies with a plausible excuse for continuing to avoid particular areas, and therefore, not
be held accountable for outcomes. As a result, over time, local agencies may become incapable
of doing certain tasks and find themselves without the expertise and resources needed to
perform some of the work that they should be doing. The eventual outcome is a weakening of
the first line for defense that can be establish against illegal activities, and a deterioration in
public safety, respect for the law, and trust in the ability of government to support them

The Federal government and Congress has the ability to make a difference if it is sensitive to
these unintended consequences, recognizes the special coordination needs and problems
associated with them among the different levels of government, and takes a strong role in
educating representatives of state or local agencies in special areas of investigation and

prosecution suited to their roles.
CORRUPTION AND ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Complex drug cases spotlight two other sensitive issues involving the potential for corruption
and the ethical limits of investigations and prosecutions. The potential for corruption is ever-
present in long-term undercover operations. Therefore, sensitivity to this and the development
of special precautions are critical to the safety and success of the investigation. In addition to the
routine clearances and monitoring procedures applicable to all criminal cases, there is a special
need for accountability and for limited spheres of knowledge. Designated personnel should be
held responsible for each decision or action to provide for accountability. Additionally, by
limiting the amount of information and knowledge given to each person connected to the

investigation, the probability of total compromise is diminished.

Complex drug cases present police, prosecutors and legislators with policy decisions not
normally encountered. They also raise potential ethical conflicts when these parties are asked to
assume other roles and seek different goals. For example, arrests and convictions are equated to
justice goals; damaging the network is a social goal that may compromise justice goals especially

when it is necessary to flip an informant for deeper penetration or to reach a higher level of

organization.
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In light of this paradox, when should justice goals be sacrificed to go up in the organization;
should counterfeit crack be offered for sale by law enforcement officers, not to arrest users, but
to lessen demand and discredit a network? When do you sacrifice the goals of prosecuting all
crimes equally for the improvement of social good? There is a symbolic civilized factor in
society that reassures its members that crime is not condoned. The criminal justice system, at the

same time, has to demand respect for the law and ensure the equal application of justice to all.

When prosecutors dedme complex cases because they do not have resoumes, 1t is .
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CHAPTER 6. INFORMATION SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY TO SUPPORT
COMPLEX PROSECUTIONS

INTRODUCTION

The successful investigation and prosecution of organized crime very often requires the use of
computer technology. Organized crime is distinctly different from ordinary street crime in that
it is a part of a continuing criminal enterprise which is set up for the express purpose of
conducting illegal activity. In general, organizations operating as criminal enterprises will be
involved in one or more of the following activities: 1. providing illegal services; 2. providing
illegal goods; 3. infiltrating legitimate businesses. Thus, the work of the organization may
encompass distinctly illegal activity such as the manufacture and distribution of controlled
substances while at the same time, operating ostensibly legitimate business such as hotels,
restaurants, and construction companies. The relationship between illegal and legal activities are
masked but integrated to the benefit of the organization. The nature of the illegal activity spans
a host of options including drugs, consumer fraud, environmental crimes, money laundering,

elaborate stock and property swindles, corruption of public officials, and copyright/patent
infringement.

These crimes share a number of common characteristics:

1. Much of the activity is well-concealed;

2. Once detected, it requires extensive investigation before charges can be brought
against any but those at the bottom of the organization;

3. The investigative techniques are probably going to be sophisticated and complex,
requiring significant expertise and lengthy investments in resources;

4. The evidence developed will be subjected to serious challenge in the courts because of
the way it was obtained (many times by wiretaps and electronic surveillance);

5. The evidence in many cases will be circumstantial or will have to be used indirectly to
prove the elements of the crime;

6. The legal representation of the defense will usually be quite strong.

Given the complexity of the relationships involved in organized criminal activity, the
complexity of the investigations, and the complexity of the legal issues and proof required,
computer technology can be invaluable in managing, manipulating and displaying the
information collected during the life of a case. Computer technology has been used effectively to
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combat organized crime in several different ways including detection, investigation, and
prosecution of crimes. Money laundering, for example, has been detected by linking cash
transactions that taken alone would not attract the attention of the authorities. Such transactions
might include purchases of cars or other large price items, deposits in banks, or movements of
currency through customs. A single transaction falling under the reporting requirements might
not be significant, but computers can link the same person/company doing multiple
transactions or even associated persons carrying out such transactions. This is particularly
important if multiple agencies are involved in the collection of such information; there are a
large number of transactions or many places that such a transaction can occur; or when the

illegal activity and the legal activity are part of the same organization.

Organized criminal activity has long been a focus for computerized investigation. The primary’
problem is to determine if links exist between individuals and/or business enterprises. Linkages
are developed through the analysis of telephone calls where both phone numbers are known,
through an analysis of correspondence, or from reports of personal contacts. In many cases the
linkages are deliberately kept remote. It is only through extensive computer analysis that the
relationships between seemingly unconnected parties can be made and the true extent of the

criminal organization can be found.

Fraud is another area in organized crime in which computerization can have tangible benefits.
Fraud is usually a complex case to detect, investigate, and prosecute. Activities range from
attempts to illegally receive payments from insurance companies by bogus claims, to
sophisticated stock and bond manipulation schemes. In many cases criminals attempt to cover
their tracks by setting up a network of dummy corporations; in others it may simply require the
opening of multiple bank or brokerage accounts. In either case one has to track the transactions,
both money and paper, in order to prove wrong doing. A computer can be a practical way of

conducting such an analysis.

Environmental crime is an even more recently discovered area for organized crime. Seemingly
legitimate companies contract with other legitimate companies to dispose of hazardous waste at
market prices. Those market prices reflect the true cost of safely disposing of the waste. The
environmental company charges market prices and then proceeds to dump the waste in the
cheapest possible manner with utter disregard for the consequences. The investigation of such
matters involves the tracking of material from its disposal site to the originating site in order to
find the disposal company. In many cases that trail can be followed more efficiently with the aid
of computer technology.
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All of the situations mentioned above are difficult cases to prosecute. They are difficult because
they involve many witnesses, usually a very large number of documents, and in many cases a
sophisticated legal argument. To manage such a case manually is possible. But the use of
computer support to manage the prosecution of the case is invaluable. There are many other
areas in which the computer can play an effective role including computer crime itself and cases
which must analyze financial data taken from the criminals own computers. Criminal justice
administrators must be familiar with these "weapons" if they are going to effectively combat

organized crime.

In order to effectively develop and apply these computer-based weapons against organized
criminals, it is important for senior managers to be aware of the more general problems of
developing and implementing computer-based solutions in criminal justice systems around the
world. Unfortunately, the literature on the application of computer technology to complex
investigations and prosecutions is mostly limited to articles and reports. However, citations and
references have been included in the bibliography. The economic integration of the world has
fostered enormous changes in the way honest businesses relate to each other. No doubt the
same can be said for the organized criminals of the world. The ability to exchange data, share

technology, and transfer procedures between criminal justice systems will be greatly enhanced

as we find more standardization.
TYPES OF INFORMATION SYSTEM USES

There are two types of uses for information systems that support complex drug prosecutions:
one are systems that support databases and tactical intelligence; the other are systems that are
created for information managers and strategic intelligence. (Potter and Ahmann, 1992). Law
enforcement collects information for both. (Godfrey and Harris, 1981; IACP, 1975). Tactical
intelligence is directed at specific individuals and is used for their apprehension and arrest.
 Tactical intelligence systems generally require a relational database system, such as D-Base or R-
Base, to store and index information. The use of these types of systems requires careful planning
and the analysis of the data base so that all its future uses can be anticipated. Most tactical
intelligence data bases use the following relational files: (1) name indices; (2) alias indices; (3)
address indices; (4) telephone number indices; (5) auto license indices; (6) biographic indices and
(7) location indices. (Potter and Ahmann, 1992:2-3).
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Strategic intelligence is broader in scope. It "identifies trends in criminal behavior and illegal
markets that are developing and which isolates partners in existing criminal activity which may
lead to more effective law enforcement interventions." (Potter and Ahmann, 1993:2). The
information systems supporting strategic intelligence analysis are more complex and usually
require database management systems and an information or DBA administrator to support

them.

While the task of encoding information will undoubtedly continue, new tools are making it
possible to analyze textual information without having to encode it. To use "raw" text data,
some way of getting it into the computer is needed. If the text already exists in a word processor
there are only a few difficulties to overcome. If the documents exist only in paper form the task

requires a different approach.

One input device to perform this task is the scanner. A scanner essentially takes a picture of the
document which is great for display but is useless for analysis. In order to convert the pictures
of the characters on the printed page to characters in the computer, optical character recognition
or OCR is used. This technique, like the human eye, recognizes the shape of each letter of the
alphabet. After the scanner reads a page into memory, the OCR software scans the image
looking for characters it recognizes. It writes each character found into another part of memory,
and marks each item it could not recognize for editing by humans. While this process is only

97% accurate, it is much faster than typing the entire document.

After the documents have been read and edited, they are still not useful. To use them, they must
be read into text database software. This type of software can use coded fields just as any
standard database can, but it has another capability. It can efficiently search text without any
coding. Thus, without going through the tedious coding effort, we can obtain useful information
from the documents. For example, if an investigator wants to know if the name Jones occurs

anytime within ten paragraphs of the name Smith, a search for the existence of a particular word

or organization name can be made.

Since these techniques use unstructured and undefined information, it does not require fields,
data entry codes and the definition of data types. One such system is AskSam which supported
some of the investigations into the Iran-Contra scandal. It is in the area of strategic intelligence

that some of the more advanced applications for information systems can be found.
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The following sections, present a brief overview of the most commonly used applications

supporting either tactical or strategic intelligence systems.
OVERVIEW OF APPLICATIONS SUPPORTING COMPLEX DRUG CASES

Compiling information and accumulating pieces of data, no matter how extensive or detailed is
not sufficient for intelligence purposes. A set of analytical techniques are needed which use this
information for specific purposes. Some of these applications are widely known, such as Link
Analysis; others are newer and more experimental such as expert systems and artificial

intelligence (Ratledge and Jacoby, 1989). All are vital to investigations and prosecutions.
Link Analysis

In order to detect and successfully prosecute organized and financial crime, it is necessary to
employ techniques beyond those used for street crime. The basic problem is one of linkage.
Criminals go to extremes to hide their activities. They do this by disguising their behavior. The
disguises adopted by financial criminals usually involve introducing layers of people and/or
companies between the illegal act and themselves, the ultimate beneficiary of the activity. In
order to disrupt the organization, it is necessary to attack those who organize and perpetrate the
crime. To do this, one must first discover their connection to the criminal acts. That is the role of
link analysis.

Link analysis is a technique used to graphically display the relationships between both people
and organizations involved in some suspect activity. Its purpose is to create clarity where

deception exists. The idea is quite simple.

Any investigation begins with the collection of information. The sources may be quite diverse.
Information may come from surveillance teams, field contact reports, interviews, financial
“records, wiretaps, and speaking documents such as letters and memoranda. While this

information is diverse, the key information for this analysis is the link between people and

companies.

The first task is to develop an association matrix. An association matrix is a tool that defines the
known or suspected links between people and companies on a pair-wise basis. For example, it
may be known that Mr. Jones plays golf with Mr. Smith and Mr. Brown every Wednesday

afternoon. In the association matrix, there will be an indicator placed at the intersection of those
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two names and that indicator will be strong since there clearly is a relationship. Mr. Jones is the
head of Jones Laundry Services. At the intersection of Mr. Jones and a separate entry for the his
company a different symbol will be placed indicating ownership. The same symbol will be
placed at the intersection of Mr. Jones second company, A2Z Car Rental. Mr. Smith is an officer
of A2Z Car Rental. It is clear now that the relationship between Mr. Jones and Mr. Smith is
something more than recreational. In contrast, the relationship between Smith and Jones and
Mr. Brown is still not clear. Only the golf game provides a linkage and that could still be
recreational. A further analysis of the financial records shows large non-specific payments to a
Mr. Caplan. In the association matrix, it shows that Mr. Caplan is a vice-president for First
National Bank. Upon further investigation, we note that the president of the First National Bank

is Mr. Brown.

An example of an association matrix is found in Figure 1. The figure shows the relationship
between Jones, Smith, and Brown and three companies. The circles indicate a confirmed
relationship between the three individuals. The full arrows indicate confirmed ownership
between that person and the company linked to that square. The arrowhead alone is a method
of showing suspected ownership. Other symbols can be introduced later but the basic
methodology is the same, that is, describe the relationship if any between two persons or
companies. The matrix is then redrafted in the form of a diagram which is shown in the lower
half of the figure. Note that the solid lines indicate ownership and the dashed line shows
suspected ownership. The solid lines connecting the individuals portrays the confirmed
relationship. These lines could also have been dashed if the relationship was only suspected.
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In Figure 2, the matrix and diagram for the typical layered ownership. In the matrix, A Inc.
owns 9% of B Inc. This is indicated by the arrow pointing in the direction of B Inc. and the
number 90 in the square. You can also note that B Inc. owns 85% of E Inc. The full nature of the

layering is shown in the diagram.

Figure 2
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Figure 3 illustrates another pattern of ownership and control. This pattern is that of a holding
company. There is a one to one relationship between X Inc. and the other six companies. There is

no relationship between any of the subsidiaries as is clearly shown by the matrix and the

diagram.
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Figure 4 is a more complex case. Ownership and control is exercised by the combined power of
two individuals acting in concert as opposed to a single individual or company. Jones and Smith
are known associates and together control 9% of A Inc. Smith and Brown are also known

associates and they control 80% of C Inc. The diagram derived from the matrix clearly shows the
roles of these three individuals controlling all three companies.

Figure 4
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Figure 5 offers still another way of exerting control over a company. Jones is president of A Inc.
and vice president of C Inc. His known associate Smith is president of C Inc. Brown, also a
known associate of Jones is vice president of A Inc. Together, the top positions of both A Inc.

and C Inc. are under the executive control of individuals operating in concert. This is shown in

the diagram as overlapping boxes.
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There are many more examples of how this type of analysis can be used to reduce the
complexity presented by volumes of documents. These techniques can be used manually or can
be supported by computer software. In either case the investigator benefits by achieving greater

clarity in defining the key relationships in the potentially criminal enterprise.
Toll Call Analysis

Just as we can establish links between individuals and organizations by reviewing documentary
evidence and field intelligence reports, we can establish relationships by monitoring telephone
activity. Here we are not concerned with wiretap evidence which requires judicial approval but
with the use of toll records obtained from the local telephone company, dial recorders, and pen

registers. All of these approaches obtain phone numbers called from a particular telephone.

Since many of the calls will be legitimate and of no interest to the authorities, and because there
are likely to be a significant volume of calls, a computer is valuable for organizing the

information for investigators. The usual information collected by such a system includes:

Typical Information Collected

" 1.1ID number 9, City

 2.Casenumber  10.State |
; 3. i’ho_m? D ; 1L ,Fo,r collect calls, third party, or telegrams
_ 4. Date of Call | a. Areacode = | o
5.TimeofCall b. Number called from
6. _Duraﬁon of Call : .c. Cxty " : : i
7. Aréacode : _ d. Stél:fe o L

8. Phone number

The data can be reorganized in a variety of ways. Examples of useful reports provided by one

such toll analysis system include:

1. Calls sorted by each of the elements captured in the system;

2. Calls grouped by number, reporting frequency, minutes, and date range, and sorted
by total minutes or by total calls;.

3. The frequency of calls by date, time, and location called.
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Based on these reports, the investigator can look for patterns that suggest relationships with
potential criminal activity. Link analysis described earlier may aid in this effort by combining
the toll analysis data from a number of individuals. For example, telephone traffic can be
described by arrows pointing away from the company to indicate a toll call going from the
company. An arrow pointing toward the company shows a incoming call. The diagram
identifies the organization(s) that are contacted the most. The toll traffic also may show that only
one company maintains contact with all of the others. The competent investigator sees the
possibilities of tying two tools together and using the new intelligence produced by them for

further investigations.
Financial Investigations

Unless one is willing to rely solely on cash transactions which are certainly going to draw
attention to the individual over time, bank records become a source of potential evidence for
linking individuals and organizations; identifying the potential profits of illegal activity,
potential assets for seizure, and evidence of money laundering. With access to bank records in a
database, financial investigators can more easily identify suspicious transactions and criminal

linkages. The records that are the focus of the financial investigator include:

1. Deposits 4. Cashier's checks
2. Checks written 5. Wire transfers
3. Purchase Receipts 6. Electronic Funds Transfer

Typical Transaction Information Collected

1. Date of the instrument 7. Endorsemenfs |

2. Amount of the instrument 8. Account nuﬁbeds)
3. Type of instrument . 9. Bank number
4.1D # ,  10.Date cleared

5. Payee i  11. Other notés i

6. Payer ’ T

A variety of relatively simple computer operations can make the data more usable. By analyzing

the names of payers, payees, vendors, and endorsers, the investigator may be able to develop
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relationships between people and organizations. Unusual cash transactions and subsequent

purchases occurring frequently may be indicative of money laundering.

This data may also be used to determine unreported income which may be of interest to the IRS,
and may also be indicative of criminal activity. Net worth analysis may be used to determine if
the net worth of the target can not be explained after taking into account reported income and
potential non-taxable receipts. Similar results may be achieved by comparing reported income
against documented expenditures. A comparison of bank deposits, cash purchases, and cash on
hand will also give a picture of unreported and potentially illegal income. If there is clear
evidence of the fruits of illegal activity, the assets of the individual may be subject to criminal or

civil forfeiture.

Although this type of analysis could be conducted by hand in many cases, the computer makes
the work simpler and faster. In addition, reporting from an existing database is much easier

than trying to re analyze the data by hand as new questions arise.
Document/Evidence Tracking

Fraud cases are known for being difficult to prosecute. Often the difficulty arises not from the
complexity of the case but from the sheer volume of documents that have to be examined and

processed. The health care system is a good example of this problem.

In Medicaid or Medicare fraud, there are several ways in which fraud is committed. Among
those actions are: (1) billing the government for services and products not received; (2) billing
the government for a different type, quantity, or quality of services or products than were
delivered; (3) billing the government for services or products delivered at more than the actual

cost of delivery; or, (4) billing the government for services or products that were not needed;

While all of these cases are relatively simple thefts, the volume of documents necessary to prove
the fraud beyond a reasonable doubt can prove awesome. Even though it is only necessary to
prove that some fraud was committed, experience shows that to obtain a conviction, the
evidence has to be simplified, organized, summarized, and developed into a visual display for

use in trial. Evidence tracking systems are designed to help the prosecutor in all of these areas.
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An evidence tracking system assists in the following ways:

1. It identifies those violations that have the most and best evidence and thus the best
probability of a successful prosecution;
2. It organizes evidence according to:
a. a particular violation or series of related violations;
b. date to show patterns of conduct over time;
¢. associations of people and companies;
3. It isolates evidence within a particular time period;
4. It identifies documents of key importance in the prosecution;
5. It relates documents that apply to any given witness.
6. It simplifies access to any given document through a locator system;

7. It summarizes and displays the evidence.

With respect to this latter point, if there are a large number of forms or checks, the system can
provide counts or totals. Such totals show the true impact of the fraud and are more effective
than introducing each of many documents. Similarly, computer listings of documents showing
selected information from a large number of documents can be more effective than the actual

documents. This is particularly true where the chronology of these documents is important.

Evidence tracking systems also provide statistical or analytical information that is not obvious
from single documents. The fact that more hours were billed in a given day than exist is
damming evidence in fraud cases. Computer systems also may provide flow charts that

summarize events, activities, and processes that would otherwise require draftsmen.

These benefits from automation can be substantial if the problem is always in scale. In many
cases, the size of the case may not warrant the additional cost of developing a complete
document tracking system. When this occurs, manual methods may suffice. Automated systems
require extensive preparatory work. Decisions are required about the type and scope of
documents to be included in the system. Screening reports usually use several criteria including,
among others: the date of the document; organizations involved; or persons mentioned. The
attorneys involved in the case generally decide upon the criteria after conducting a general

review of the documents available.

The databases supporting evidence tracking systems are generally divided into text documents

(for example - memos, letters, contracts) and financial documents. The data elements of interest
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for financial documents are the same as those in the financial investigations section. The key
parts of those records will be extracted and placed in the litigation support system prior to trial.
For text documents, the typical data elements extracted for entry into the computer system

include but are not limited to the following;:

Typical Text Documenf Inform’afibn ‘Collected

1. Document number. -5, Author

2. Document type. | 6. Recipient

3. Document source. -7, Copies »

4. Document date. 8. Subject code(s).

In addition, those documents that are to be introduced into evidence and are associated with a
particular defendant will be marked in additional fields as well. This computer-based approach

allows the prosecutor to immediately recall the appropriate documents for direct or cross

examination.

It should be clear from these lists that there is much preparatory work to be done in order to
automate a case. This is the reason that an assessment must be made about the relative costs and
benefits of using a computer-based system. However, even if automation is not warranted, the
logic and organizational components of this system apply to the manual system which will
support the litigation. Any complex investigation must use all the tools at hand. Lawyers may
be more comfortable working with documents, while financial investigators will use other

techniques. In the final analysis all of these tools will likely be used in prosecuting organized

crime.
Criminal Intelligence Systems

In contrast to offense recording systems which focus on crimes that have been committed and
persons who committed them, the criminal intelligence system is concerned with patterns of
individual and organizational activity that may be criminal. Data of this type is rarely placed in
the larger criminal justice information system. It is collected from many sources, checked for

accuracy, organized in a way that the investigator can use it, and is analyzed for potential use in

bringing formal criminal charges.
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Most criminal intelligence systems divide data into two linked categories, information about

individuals and information about organizations.

Information about individuals usually includes a broad spectrum of data. First, is the usual
personal information such as sex, race, date of birth, marital status, names of spouse and
children if any, and employment history. If there is a record of criminal activity, this also be part
of the database. To this is added information about property and vehicles owned. The latter is
particularly important, if it is to be matched to field observations noting where the car was seen.
Of particular interest is their associations. Each associate should be identified by name, criminal

relationship if any, and other helpful and identifying information.

Information about organizations is somewhat different. Its aim is to identify the nature of the
criminal activity to which the organization has been linked. The officers and other key persons

of the organization must be identified. Vehicles owned or leased by the company are also be

part of the database.

With this information in the database, many different searches become possible. If surveillance
has indicated a particular car was seen parked at or near the home or company of a target of
investigation, the investigator can check the database to see if it belonged to an individual or
company of interest. With the person's name, a search can be made to find out if they are an
officer or key person in an organization suspected of criminal activity. The results can then be
used with link analysis to begin to understand the overall structure of the conspiracy. If
relationships are uncovered, it may be valuable to look at their phone records or install dialing
monitoring equipment. When the strength of the relationship is strong enough, there may be a
need for financial analysis. The criminal intelligence system is the key source for information

that goes into many of our other analytical tools. The better it is, the more likely it is that the

criminal organization can be penetrated.
Cooperative Arrangements for Money Laundering

International money laundering has sparked the initiative for a cooperative information system
design to detect and prosecute those individuals or organizations involved in money
laundering. In some cases, money laundering means transferring money outside the country in
which the "dirty" money was obtained. In others it means using banks in many parts of that
country. In either case, it is imperative that information flow across these boundaries to

clearinghouses that can properly detect illegal transactions from normal commerce.
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The most recent approach in the United States is the creation of the Financial Crimes
Enforcement Network or FINCEN. This organization was created by the Secretary of the
Treasury and is headed by a former high-level investigator for the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS). According to the director, FINCEN's mission is to obtain access to and/or collect all
available and relevant financial information. With that information, FINCEN is expected to
analyze, target, and disseminate information to support police and prosecutors in their attempts
to detect and prosecute money laundering and other financial crimes. FINCEN expects to help
all levels of government including Federal, state, and local government disrupt and dismantle

money laundering and drug trafficking organizations.

FINCEN is creating a database of financial information that is otherwise unavailable to other
law enforcement agencies. The sources include, but are not limited to, Bank Secrecy Act
information, currency transaction reports (CTR), and declarations of cash collected by the
Customs Service (CMIR). In addition, information collected by state and local authorities
through search and arrest warrants and, financial information discovered during searches and
seizures will be added to the database. This should, over time, provide a comprehensive
national database to assist law enforcement. Using the database and "smart" software (expert
systems), FINCEN will be able to monitor large currency transactions in the Federal banking

system and determine if such transactions could involve illegal proceeds.

FINCEN also expects to supply sophisticated software for use by state and local authorities for
the analysis of phone and financial records. As the need arises, the organization will also
develop new, specialized software to address the unique problems of financial investigations.
While it is too early to tell if FINCEN will have the desired impact, it is clear that its creation is
in recognition of the increasing sophistication of financial criminals. With a coordinated effort at

all levels of government and participation by foreign law enforcement in the near future, there

may be some hope of disrupting these activities.
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INTRODUCTION

The following directory is part of a national study on the prosecution of complex
drug cases, funded by the National Institute of Justice, US. Department of Justice.
This study was undertaken to identify the needs and problems state and local
prosecutors face when confronted with complex drug cases.

The purpose of this directory is to build a network and to assist other prosecutors to
overcome special problems that arise with investigating and prosecuting complex drug
cases.

The directory was compiled as a result of a telephone survey that was conducted by
the Jefferson Institute for Justice Studies from June to October 1992. It contains the
names and addresses of Attorney General’s and local prosecutors that handle complex
drug cases; it also lists their fields of specialization. These specializations are presented
by the following categories: Offense Specialization, Pretrial and Trial Expertise, and Case
Management Expertise. Some prosecutors did not provide an area of specialization and
are listed as Generalists.

The prosecutors are listed by states. The left hand column shown under each state

indexes names and counties by field of specialization. The right column holds the
addresses of the prosecutors.
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PROSECUTING COMPLEX DRUG CASES

List of Contacts

ALABAMA

INDEX
Generalists:

Scully, William
Mobile County

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture,
Money Laundering

Janzen, Sandra

Attorney General's Office

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures
Spevack, Lou
Pima County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Reversals
Spevack, Lou
Pima County

Generalists:

Mesh, Richard I
Maricopa County

ADDRESSES

Scully, William

Asst. District Attorney
13th Judicial Circuit
County Courthouse
P.O. Box 2841

Mobile, AL 36602
Phone: (205) 690-3209
Fax: (205) 690-4836

ARIZONA

ADDRESSES

Janzen, Sandra

Asst. Attorney General
Attorney General's Office
Financial Remedies Unit
Drug Enforcement

1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 542-4853

Fax: (602) 542-1926

Mesh, Richard 1.

Asst. County Attorney
Special Narcotics Prosecution
Maricopa County

111 West Monroe, Suite 1700
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Phone: (602) 506-5831

Fax: (602) 506-8173

Spevack, Lou
Narcotics Unit

Pima County

110 West Congress St.
Tucson, AZ 85701
Phone: (602) 740-5724
Fax: (602) 620-1502



INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Narcotics Prosecution
Armbrust, Carl
Orange County

Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Thierbach, Rick
Riverside County

Conspiracy Cases
Bell, Karen
San Bernadino County

Conspiracy Cases, Asset forfeiture
Nichols, Paul
San Mateo County

Major Drug Trafficking Cases

Janes, Ronald C.
Ventura County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Trial Work
Guitini, Russ
Alameda County

Search and Seizure Procedures
Kitching, Dale
Sacramento County

Search and Seizure Procedures

Bell, Karen
San Bernadino County

Case Management Expertise:

Management of Cross-Designation
Guitini, Russ
Alameda County

Informant Management
Haas, Douglas
Fresno County
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CALIFORNIA

ADDRESSES

Armbrust, Carl
Deputy-in-Charge
Narcotics

Orange County

700 Civic Center Drive West
Santa Ana, CA 92701
Phone: (714) 834-3832

Fax: (714) 834-4326

Bell, Karen

Super. Dept. District Attorney
San Bernadino County

316 N. Mt. View Ave.

San Bernadino, CA 92415
Phone: (714) 387-6604

Fax: (714) 387-6444

Gordinier, John

Sen. Asst. Attorney General

Dept. of Justice

California Attorney General's Office
1515 K Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-324-5169

Fax:

Guintini, Russ

Asst. District Attorney

Alamaeda District Attorney's Office
1225 Fallon St.

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: (510) 272-6330

Fax: (510) 839-6055

Haas, Douglas

District Attorney

Fresno County

2220 Tulare Street, Suite 1000
Fresno, CA 93721

Phone: (209) 488-3657

Fax: (209) 488-1867

Hazel, Kurt

Dept. District Attorney

Director, Major Narcotics Task Force
Bureau of Special Operations

210 West Temple

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phone: (213) 974-3882

Fax: (213) 974-1484
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Informant Management
Hazel, Kurt
Los Angeles County

Management of Multi-Jurisdiction
Cases

Thierbach, Rick

Riverside County

Management of Cross-Designation
Bell, Karen
San Bernadino County

Generalists:

Waddell, Jack
Contra Costa County

Gordinier, John
Sacramento County

Hollman, William
San Diego County

Ring, Robert
San Francisco County

Sanderson, Dale
Santa Clara County
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Hollman, William

Chief, Narcotics Division
San Diego County

220 W. Broadway

San Diego, CA 92101-3887
Phone: (619) 5314351

Fax: (619) 331-3662

Janes, Ronald C.

Deputy District Attorney

Major Crimes/MNVP Supervisor
District Attorney's Office

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Phone: (805) 654-2521

Fax: (805) 654-3850

Kitching, Dale

Dept. District Attorney
Sacramento County
P.O. Box 749
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 440-5756
Fax: (916) 440-8540

Nichols, Paul

District Attorney

401 Marshall Street

San Mateo County
Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (415) 363-4784
Fax: (415) 363-4873

Ring, Robert

Asst, District Attorney
San Francisco County
880 Bryant St.

San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 553-1456
Fax: (415) 553-9054

Sanderson, Dale

Dep. District Attorney
Santa Clara County

70 W. Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95110
Phone: (408) 299-7507
Fax: (408) 286-5437



INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture
Jordan, John
Arapahoe County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Jordan, John

Arapahoe County

Case Management Expertise:

Management of Multi-Jurisdiction
Cases,

Jordan, John

Arapahoe County

Generalists:

Langfield, Marleen
Attorney General's Office

May, Dan
El Paso County
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Thierbach, Rick

Dep. District Attorney
75 Main St, 1st Floor
Riverside, CA 92501
Phone: (714) 275-5449
Fax: (714) 275-5469

Waddell, Jack

Asst. District Attorney
Contra Costa County
P.O. Box 670
Martinez, CA 94553
Phone: (510) 313-1038
Fax: (510) 646-2116

COLORADO

ADDRESSES

Jordan, John

Chief Dept. DA

District Attorney's Office
18th Judicial District

7325 S. Potomac Street, #300
Englewood, CO 80112
Phone: (303) 6434500

Fax: (303) 643-4501

Langfield, Marleen

Asst. Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General
110 16th Street, 10th floor
Denver, CO 80202

Phone: (303) 866-4500

Fax: (303) 866-5691

May, Dan

4th Judical District

El Paso County

326 S. Tejon St.

Colorado Springs, CO 80903
Phone: (719) 520-6000

Fax: (719) 520-6185
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CONNECTICUT
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Spedialization; Maddock, John
Asst. State Attorney

Conspiracy Cases New Haven Judicial District

Murray, Paul 235 Church Street

Hartford County New Haven, CT 06513

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Trial Work
Murray, Paul
Hartford County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities,

Murray, Paul

Hartford County

Generalists:

Sadie, Robert

Phone: (203) 789-7894
Fax: (203) 789-6400

Murray, Paul

Sendor Asst. State Attorney
Hartford County

State Attorney's Office

101 LaFayette Street
Hartford, CT 06106
Phone: (203) 556-3190

Fax: (203) 566-2812

Sadie, Robert

Asst, State Attorney
State Attorney's Office
Fairfield County
Bridgeport, CT 06601
Phone: (203) 579-6506
Fax: (203) 382-8401

Faitfield County
Maddock, John
New Haven County
DELWARE
INDEX ADDRESSES
Generalists: Butler, Charles
Chief, Drug Unit
Butler, Charles Delaware Attorney General
Attorney General's Office Department of Justice

820 N. French St.
Wilmington, DE 19802
Phone: (302) 577-2055
Fax: (302) 577-3090
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FLORIDA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Atkinson, Lee
Exc. Asst. State Attorney
Major Drug Trafficking Cases 13th Judidal Circuit
Gallagher, John County Courthouse Annex
Broward County Tampa, FL 33602

Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug

Phone: (813) 272-5400
Fax: (813) 222-2157

Trafficking Cases
Rubin, Reid E. Audlin, David J.
Dade County Chief Asst. Statewide Prosecutions

Conspiracy Cases, RICO(Type) Cases,
Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Atkinson, Lee

Hillsborough County

Maj or Drug Trafficking Cases
Shepard, Rob

Office of Statewide Prosecutions
Attorney General's Office

N. Florida Bureau

2020 Capital Circle SE, Alexander Bldg.,
#300

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Phone: (904) 487-2807

Fax: (904) 972-6191

Palm Beach County
Ellis, Wayne
Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug Division Chief
Trafficking Cases Special Operations
Ripplinger, Richard Duval Co. Courthouse, #600
Pinellas County Jacksonville, FL 32202
Phone (904) 630-2479
Fax: (904) 630-1848
Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Gallagher, John
Asst. State Attorney
Broward County

Rubin, Reid E. 17th Judidial Circuit
Dade County 201 6th Street SE, #640
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures

Phone: (305) 357-8033
Fax: (305) 357-7321

Atkinson, Lee

Hillsborough County Plotnick, Steve
Asst. State Attorney

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and Seminole County

Seizure Procedures 18th Judidial Circuit

Shepard, Rob 100 East 1st Street

Palm Beach County Sanford, FL 32771

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work ’ '

Ripplinger, Richard
Pinellas County

Phone: (407) 322-7534
Fax: (407) 330-9592



Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities

Rubin, Reid E.

Dade County

Informant Management
Shepard, Rob
Palm Beach County
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Ripplinger, Richard

Asst. State Attorney

State Attorney's Office
Pinellas County

P.O. Box 5028

Clearwater, FL 34618
Phone: (813) 530-6221 (6097)
Fax: no fax

Rubin, Richard E.
Chief Narcotics Division
State Attorney's Office

B-9

Informant Management, Management Dade County
of Multi-Case Development Metroplitan Justice Bldg.
Ripplinger, Richard 1351 NW 12th Street
Pinellas County Miami, FL 33125-2134
Phone: (305) 547-7522
Fax: (305) 547-7697
Generalists:
, Shepard, Rob
Ellis, Wayne Assistant State Attorney
Duval County Palm Beach County
15th Judidal Circuit
Audlin, David J. 401 North Dixie Highway
Attorney General's Office West Palm Beach, FL 33401
Phone: (407) 355-7170
Plotnick, Steve Fax: no fax
Seminole County
GEORGIA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Pretrial and Trial Expertise: Amideo, William F.
Asst. Attorney General
Wire-Tap Legislation Georgia Law Department
McDaniel, Michael 40 Capitol Square, SW
DeKalb County Atlanta, GA 30334-1300
Phone: (404) 656-4586
Fax: (404)
Generalists:
Maine, William
Amideo, William F. Indictment Supervisor

Attorney General's Office District Attorney's Office
Atlanta Judicial Circuit
136 Pryor St., #301
Atlanta, GA 30335
Phone: (404) 730-4892

Fax: (404) 730-4940

Maine, William
Fulton County
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McDaniel, Michael

Asst. District Attorney

Stone Mountain Judicial Circuit
707 De Kalb County Courthouse
Decatur, GA 30030

Phone: (404) 371-2561

Fax: (404) 371-2981

B-10

HAWAII
INDEX ADDRESSES

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture, RICO(Type) Cases
Goya, Larry
Attorney General's Office

Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases

Modafferi, Gary

Honolulu County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Kimoro, J.T.

Dep. Prosecuting Attorney
Hawaii County

34 Rainbow Drive

Hilo, HI 96720

Phone: (808) 961-0466

Fax: (808) 969-1159

Goya, Larry
Deputy Attorney General

Attorney General's Office
Head Criminal Justice Division
425 Queen Street

Honolulu, HI 96813

Phone: (808) 586-1160

Fax: (808) 586-1375

Modafferi, Gary
Honolulu County Modafferi, Gary
Supervisor, Narcotics Division
Honolulu County
Generalists: 1164 Bishop St., 12th Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813
Kimoro, J.T. Phone: (808) 527-6422
Hawaii County Fax: (808) 527-6831
IDAHO
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Christiansen, Richard
Chief Deputy Attorney General
Asset Forfeiture Attorney General's Office
Zollinger, Clayne Drug Racketeering Unit
Ada County 317 W. Main Street
Boise, ID 83720

Phone: (208) 334-2407
Fax: (208) 334-2942



Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Trial Work
Zollinger, Clayne
Ada County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management
Zollinger, Clayne
Ada County

Generalists:

Christiansen, Richard
Attorney General's Office
INDiEX
Generalists:

Nowicki, Frank
Attorney General's Office

Zapp, Andrea
Cook County

Spence, Robert
DuPage County
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Zollinger, Clayne

Deputy Attorney General
Departement of Law Enforcement
Drug Racketeering Unit

3311 W. State Street

Boise, ID 83707

Phone: (208) 334-2913

Fax: (208) 334-2585

ILLINOIS

ADDRESSES

Nowicki, Frank

Director of Enforcement

Dept. Enforcement

Drug Conspiracy Task Force
Ilinois Attorney General's Office
100 W. Randolph, 12th floor
Chicago, Tll. 60601

Phone: (312) 814-5129

Fax: (312) 814-2549

Spence, Robert

Chief Major Crimes Unit

Du Page County

505 N. Country Farm Rd.
Wheaton, IL 60187

Phone: (708) 682-7720 or 7050
Fax: (708) 682-6987

Zapp, Andrea

Head Narcotics Unit
Narcotics Prosecution
State Attorney's Office
Cook County

2650 S. California Street
Chicago, IL 60605
Phone: (312) 890-2724/5
Fax: (312) 890-2259

B-11



Appendix B. Directory of Programs B-12

INDIANA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Case Management Expertise: Jennings, Brian
Dep. Prosecuting Attorney
Management of Multi-Jurisdiction Marion County
Cases 19th Judicial Circuit
Jennings, Brian City-County Bldg.
Marion County Indianapolis, IN 46204
Phone: (317) 236-3522
Generalists: Fax: (317) 236-5409
Waff, Michael Waff, Michael
Lake County Asst. Prosecuting Attorney

Lake County Prosecutor's Office
2293 N. Main Street

Crown Point, IN 46307

Phone: (219) 755-3720

Fax: (219) 755-3642

IOWA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization; Denton, Herold
Linn County
Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture County Courthouse
Bauers, James 3rd Avenue Bridge
Polk County Cedar Rapids, 1A 54401
Phone: (319) 398-3434
Generalists: Fax: no fax
Denton, Herold Bauers, James
Linn County Asst. County Attorney
Polk County
5th & Mulberry Street
Des Moines, IA 50309

Phone: (515) 286-3737 (3680)
Fax: (515) 286-3428



INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases
Vermillion, Debra A.

Johnson County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures, Trial Work
Vermillion, Debra A.

Johnson County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities, Management of Multi-Case
Development, Management of Multi-
Jurisdiction Cases,

Vermilion, Debra A.

Johnson County

Generalists:

Roth, Douglas
Sedgwick County

Smith, Kyle
Attorney General's Office
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KANSAS

ADDRESSES

Roth, Douglas

Asst. District Attorney
Sedgwick County Courthouse
535 N. Main Street

Wichita, KS 67203

Phone: (316) 383-7713

Fax: (316) 383-7055

Smith, Kyle

Asst. Attorney General

Kansas Bureau of Investigation
Narcotics Strice Force, KB],
1600 Tyler Street

Topeka, KS 66612

Phone: (913) 232-6000

Fax: (913) 296-6781

Vermillion, Debra A.
Asst. District Attorney
Johnson County

728 County Courthouse
Olathe, KS 66061
Phone: (913) 791-5326
Fax: (913) 791-5001
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INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases

West, Roger

Fayett County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

West, Roger
Fayett County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination

Law Enforcement/Prosecution

Activities, Management of Multi-Case

Development

West, Roger

Fayett County
Generalists:

Mercer, Edward
Attorney General's Office

Jasmin, Ernest

Jefferson County

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture, RICO(Type) Cases,
Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Bures, Camille

Orleans Parish

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation
Bures, Camille
Orleans Parish
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KENTUCKY

ADDRESSES

West, Roger

Asst. Commonwealth Attorney
Commonwealth Attorney's Office
Fayett County

116 N. Upper St., # 300
Lexington, KY 40507

Phone: (606) 252-3571

Fax: (606) 255-7467

Mercer, Edward

Director, Special Investigation Division
Kentucky Attorney General's Office
909 Leewood Dr.

Frankfort, KY 40601

Phone: (502) 564-2348

Fax: (502) 564-6497

Jasmin, Ernest
Commonwealth Attorney
30th Judicial District

514 West Liberty Street
Louisville, KY 40202
Phone: (502) 588-2340
Fax: (502) 388-4650

LOUISIANA

ADDRESSES

Bures, Camille
Director

Drug Strike Force

619 S. White Street
New Orleans, LA 70119
Phone: (504) 822-2414
Fax: (504) 827-7238



Generalists:

Cullen, Julie
Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

International Cases and Networks
Mador, Patrick
Cumberland County

Generalists:

Stokes, William
Attorney General's Office
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Cullen, Julie

Asst. Attorney General

Director, Career Criminal Drug Prosecution
Program

Louisiana AG's Office

P.O. Box 94095

Baton Rouge, LO 70804-9095

Phone: (504) 342-7552

Fax: (504) 342-7893

MAINE

ADDRESSES

Mador, Patrick

Asst. Attorney General
District Attorney's Office
Cumberland County

142 Federal Street
Portland, ME 04101
Phone: (207) 871-8384
Fax: (207) 7724162

Stokes, William

Asst. Attorney General

Maine Attorney General's Office
Criminal Division

Stathouse Station #6

Augusta, ME 04333

Phone: (207) 626-8571

Fax: (207) 287-3145

MARYLAND

INDEX

Pretrial and Trial Fxpertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation
Evans, Katherine
Prince George's County

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities, Management of
Multi-Case Development

Meyer, Frank C..

Baltimore County

ADDRESSES

Campbell, I. Matthew
Dept. State Attorney
Montgomery County
50 Courthouse Square,
P.O. Box 151
Rockville, MD 20850
Phone: (301) 217-7577
Fax: (301) 217-7441

Evans, Kathy

Special Narcotics Prosecutor
Prince George's County
County Courthouse

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
Phone: (301) 952-3147

Fax: (301) 952-3775
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Generalists: Meyer, Frank C.
Chief, Investigations Div.
Campbell, .Matthew State Attorney's Office
Montgomery County Baltimore County
402 Bosley Ave.
Towson, MD 21204
Phone: (301) 887-4824
Fax: (301) 887-4834
MASSACHUSSETTS
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Cassidy, Michael
Chief Narcotics & Organized Crime
Asset Forfeiture Division
Schwartz, Kurt Attorney General's Office
Middlesex County Ashburton Place, #1910
Boston. MA 02109
Asset Forfeiture, Major Drug Phone: (617) 727-2200
Trafficking Cases Fax: (617) 727-5761
Cassidy, Michael

Attorney General's Office

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation
Schwartz, Kurt
Middlesex County

Wire-Tap Legislation, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases

Cassidy, Michael

Attorney General's Office

Generalists:

O' Connor, George
Essex County

O' Connor, George
Narcotics Unit Chief
Essex County

1 East India Square
Salem, MA 01970
Phone: (508) 745-6610
Fax: (508) 741-4971

Schwartz, Kurt

Asst. District Attorney
District Attorney's Office
Superior Courthouse
Cambridge, MA 02141
Phone: (617) 494-4823
Fax: (617) 577-1731
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MICHIGAN
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Foley, Patrick
Dept. Prosecuting Attorney
Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug Wayne County
Trafficking Cases 1441 St. Antoine Street
Kaiser, Eric]. Detroit, MI 48226
Macomb County Phone: (313) 224-2878
Fax: (313) 224-0974
Conspiracy Cases
Huluska, James Huluska, James
Oakland County Coordinator
Oakland County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
~Work

Kaiser, Eric J.

Macomb County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities, Management of Cross-
Designation

Kaiser, Eric].

Macomb County

Generalists:

Ianni, Robert
Attorney General's Office

Foley, Patrick
Wayne County

Courthouse Tower
1200 N. Telegraph Road
Pontiac, MI 48053
Phone: (313) 858-0656
Fax: (313) 858-0660

Ianni, Robert

Asst. Attorney General in Charge
Attorney General's Office
Criminal Division

6520 Mercantile Street

Lansing, MI 48913

Phone: (517) 334-6010

Fax: (517) 334-6777

Kaiser, Eric J.

Chief Trail Lawyer

Macomb County Prosecutor's Office
County Courts Bldg., 6th floor

Mt. Clemens, MI 48043

Phone: (313) 469-5666

Fax: (313) 469-5609
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MINNESOTA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Alpert, Steve
Special Asst. Attorney General
Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture, Attorney General's Office
RICO(Type) Cases, Major Drug Criminal Division
Trafficking Cases NCL Tower, #1400
Pleshan, Robert A. 445 Minnesota St.
Ramsey County St. Paul, MN 55101
Phone: (612) 296-3257
Fax: (612) 297-4348
Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Pleshan, Robert A.

Ramsey County

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities

Pleshan, Robert A.

Ramsey County

Generalists:

Sweetland, Chuck
Hennepin County

Alpert, Steve
Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture
Martin, Lee
Attorney General's Office

Pleshan, Robert A.
Asst. County Attorney
Ramsey County

350 St. Peter Street, #400
Saint Paul, MN 55102
Phone: (612) 292-6422
Fax: (612) 298-5316

Sweetland, Chuck

Asst. County Attorney
Hennepin County

2000-C Government Center
Minneapolis, MN 55487
Phone: (612) 348-4053

Fax: (612) 348-9712

MISSISSIPPI

ADDRESSES

Martin, Lee

Asst. Attorney General
Attorney General's Office
Drug Asset Forfeiture
P.O. Box 2

Jackson, MS 39205-0002
Phone: (601) 359-6530
Fax: (601) 359-6558
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Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Trial Work
Martin, Lee
Attorney General's Office

Case Management Expertise;

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities

Martin, Lee

Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

_Search and Seizure Procedures
Fry, David
Jackson County
Generalists:

Lord, John
St.Louis County

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture
Klein, Kimberly A.
Attorney General's Office
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MISSOURI

ADDRESSES

Fry, David

Asst. Prosecuting Attorney
Jackson County

415 E. 12th Street

Kansas City, MO 64106
Phone: (816) 881-3555

Fax: (816) 881-3995

Lord, John

Trial Attorney

St. Louis County
7900 Carondelet

St. Louis, MO 63105
Phone: (314) 889-2600
Fax: (314) 889-2611

NEBRASKA

ADDRESSES

Klein, Kimbedy A.

Asst. Attorney General
Nebraska Departement of Justice
Drug Prosecution Unit

2115 State Capitol,

P.O. Box 98920

Lincoln, NE 68509

Phone: (402) 471-3833

Fax: (402) 471-4725

B-19



Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures

Klein, Kimberly A.

Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases
Smith, Ulrich
Clark County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation
Smith, Ulrich
Clark County

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities
Sarnowski, David

Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Asset Forfeiture, Financial
Investigations

Morrell, Susan

Attorney General's Office

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legiélation, Trial Work
Morrell, Susan
Attorney General's Office
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NEVADA

ADDRESSES

Sarnowski, David

Criminal Dep. Attorney General
Nevada Attorney General's Office
Hero's Memorial Bldg.

Capitol Complex

Carson City, NE 89710

Phone: (702) 687-3538

Fax: (702) 687-5798

Smith, Ulrich

Chief Dep. District Attorney
Clark County

200 S. 3rd Street., 7th floor
Las Vegas, NV 89155
Phone: (702) 455-5173

Fax: (702) 455-5597

NEW HAMPSHIRE

ADDRESSES

Elredge, Carleton
County Attorney
Rockingham County
Hampton Road

Co. Justice Building
Exeter, NH 03833
Phone: (603) 778-8567
Fax: (603) 772-0867
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Generalists:

Elredge, Carleton
Rockingham County

INDEX

Offense Spedialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases

Kercado, Ronald

Middlesex County

Asset Forfeiture

Peppler, Donald W. Jr.
Monmouth County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation
Nathanson, David
Bergen County

Trial Work
Kercado, Ronald
Middlesex County

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial

Work
Peppler, Donald W. Jr.
Monmouth County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management
Nathanson, David
Bergen County

Informant Management, Management

of Multi-Jurisdiction Cases
Peppler, Donald W. Jr.
Monmouth County
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Morrell, Susan

Asst. Attorney General
Attorney General's Office
25 Capitol Street
Statelman Annex
Concord, NH 03301
Phone: (602) 271-2067
Fax: (606) 271-2110

NEW JERSEY

ADDRESSES

Greclek, Ted

Asst. County Prosecutor
Hudson County

595 Newark Avenue
Administration Bldg.
Jersey City, NJ 07306
Phone: (201) 795-6207
Fax: (201) 795-3365

Kercado, Ronald

Legal Asst.

Narcotics Task Force
Middlesex County

P.O. Box 71, JFK Sq.

New Brunswick, NJ 08903
Phone (908) 745-3048

Fax: (908) 745-2791

Nathanson, David
Asst. Chief

Bergen County
Narcotics Task Force
29 Linden Street
Hackensack, NJ 07601
Phone: (201) 646-3281
Fax: (201) 488-0024

Peppler, Donald W. Jr.

Director, Narcotics Strike Force
Monmouth County Prosecutor's Office
Monmouth County Courthouse

P.O. Box 1261

Freehold, NJ 07728

Phone (908) 431-7908

Fax: (908) 409-7549
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Generalists: Peterson, Marilyn
Managment Specialist
Greclek, Ted Attorney General's Office
Hudson County Division of Criminal Justice
Narcotics Racketeering Bureau
Peterson, Marilyn 25 Market Street, CN085
Attorney General's Office Trenton, NJ 08625

Phone: (609) 530-3414
Fax: (609) 530-1398

NEW MEXICO
INDEX ADDRESSES
Generalists: Richardson, William
Agent-in-Charge Operations
Richardson, William CID
Attorney General's Office New Mexico AG's Office
P.O. Drawer 1508
Bataan Memorial Bldg.

Santa Fe, NM 87501
Phone: (505) 827-6059
Fax: (505) 827-6988

NEW YORK
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Casper, Harvey
1st Dept. Asst. Attorney
Major Drug Trafficking Cases Major Narcotics Bureau
Ferraro, Nester Municipal Bldg.
Bronx County Brooklyn, NY 11201
Phone (718) 802-2987
Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture, Fax: (718) 802-2731
Major Drug Trafficking Cases, Money
Laundering DeMaria, Roseanna
DeMaria, Roseanna Assistant District Attorney,
New York County Chief, Organized Crime and Narcotics Unit
New York County DA's Office
Major Drug Trafficking Cases One Hogan Place, #670
Ewald, Robert F. New York, NY 10013
Suffolk County Phone: (212) 335-9701
Fax: (212) 335-8972
Pretrial and Trial Expertise:
Trial Work

Ferraro, Nester
Bronx County



Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures, Trial Work
DeMaria, Roseanna

New York County

Wire-Tap Legislation
Halpen, Louis
New York County

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures, Trial Work
Ewald, Robert F.

Suffolk County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities, Management of Multi-Case
Development

Ferraro, Nester

Bronx County

Informant Management, Electronic
Surveillance

DeMaria, Roseanna

New York County

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities

Ewald, Robert F.

Suffolk County

Generalists:

Melniker, Harvey
Nassau County

Casper, Harvey
New York County

Quinn, James
Queens County

George, John
Westchester County

Goldstock, Ronald
Westchester County
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Ewald, Robert F.

Chief, Narcotics Bureau
District Attorney's Office
Suffolk County

H. Lee Dennison Bldg.
Hauppange, NY 11788
Phone: (516) 853-4225
Fax: (516) 853-5892

Ferraro, Nester

Bureau Chief

Narcotics Bureau
District Attorney's Office
Bronx County

215 E. 161st Street

Bronx, NY 10451

Phone: (212) 590-2133
Fax: (212) 590-6419

George, John

Asst. District Attorney
Westchester County
Courthouse, 111 Grove St.
White Plains, NY 10601
Phone: (914) 285-3400
Fax: (914) 285-3594

Goldstock, Ronald

Director

State of New York
Organized Crime Task Force
143 Grand Street

White Plains, NY 106014825
Phone: (914) 422-8700

Fax: (914) 422-8795

Halpen, Louis

Asst. District Attorney
New York City

100 Centre Street

New York, NY 10013
Phone: (212) 815-0415
Fax: (212) 815-0440

Melniker, Harvey
Chief, Narcotics Unit
Nassau County

262 Old Country Road
Mineola, NY 11501
Phone: (516) 535-3707
Fax: (516) 248-9479
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Quinn, James

Asst. District Attorney
Queens County

125-01 Queens Blvd.
Kew Gardens, NY 11415
Phone: (718) 286-6230
Fax: (718) 520-5838

NORTH CAROLINA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Gilchrist II1., Peter S.

Asset Forfeiture, RICO(Type) Cases,

Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Talbert, W.Dale
Attorney General's Office

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial

Work
Talbert, W.Dale
Attorney General's Office

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/

Prosecution Activities, Management of

Multi-Jurisdiction Cases

District Attorney

700 E. Trade Street
Mecklenburg County
Charlotte, NC 28202
Phone: (704) 342-6746
Fax: (704) 333-6260

Talbert, W.Dale

Special Deputy Attorney general
Dept. of Justice

Special Investigation Section
P.O. Box 629

Raleigh, NC 27602

Phone: (919) 733-3786

Fax: (919) 733-0819

Talbert, W.Dale
Attorney General's Office
Generalists:
Gilchrist Il, Peter S.
Mecklenburg County
NORTH DAKOTA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Burke, Patricia L.
State Attorney
Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture Courthouse
Kemmet, Jerry 514 E. Thayer Avenue
Attorney General's Office Burleigh County

Bismarck, ND 58501
Phone: (701) 222-6672
Fax: (701) 222-6717
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Conspiracy Cases
Goff, John T.
Cass County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures
Kemmet, Jerry
Attorney General's Office

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Management
of Multi-Jurisdiction Cases
Kemmet, Jerry
Attorney Genral's Office
Generalists:

Burke, Patricia L.
Burleigh County

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

RICO(Type) Cases
Trusiak, Robert
Cuyahoga County

Major Drug Trafficking Cases

Neely, Terry
Attorney General's Office

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities, Management of Multi-Case
Development, Management of Multi-
Jurisdiction Cases

Neely, Terry

Attorney General's Office
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Goff, John T.

State Attorney

Cass County

P.O. Box 2806

Fargo, ND 58108
Phone: (701) 241-5850
Fax: (701) 241-5805

Kemmet, Jerry

Chief Agent BCI

Narcotics Division

North Dakota Attorney General's Office
Box 1054

Bismarck, ND 58502

Phone: (701) 221-6180

Fax: (701) 221-6158

ADDRESSES

Coleman, Terrence

Special Agent Supervisor
Attorney General's Office
Identification & Investigation
P.O. Box 365

London, OH 43140

Phone: (614) 466-8204

Fax: (614) 8524453

Neely, Terry

Criminal Investigations Administration
Attorney General's Office

Bureau of Criminal Investigations &
Identification

P.O. Box 365

London, OH 43140

Phone: (614) 466-8204

Fax: (614) 8524453



Generalists:

Owen, William
Franklin County

Stevenson, David
Hamilton County

Coleman, Terence
Attorney General's Office
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Owen, William

Asst. Prosecuting Attorney
Franklin County

369 S. High Street
Columbus, OH 43215
Phone: (614) 462-3555

Fax: (614) 462-6103

Stevenson, David
Prosecuting Attorney
Hamilton County
Courthouse, #420

1000 Main Street

Cincinnatti, OH 45202

Phone: (513) 632-8670 or 8490
Fax: (513) 632-5787

Trusiak, Robert

Asst. Prosecuting Attorney
Cuyahoga County

1200 Ontario Street
Cleveland, OH 45113
Phone (216) 348-4296

Fax: (216) 443-7601

OKLAHOMA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Wintory, Richard
Drug Prosecutor Team

Conspiracy Cases, RICO(Type) Cases
Wintory, Richard
Oklahoma County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation, Trial Work
Wintory, Richard
Oklahoma County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities

Wintory, Richard

Oklahoma County

518 County Bldg.
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
Phone: (405) 278-1762
Fax: (405) 235-1567
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OREGON
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Hoover, John K.
Chief, Narcotics Task Force
Asset Forfeiture, RICO(Type) Cases District Attorney's Office
Pritchard, Charles E. Multnomah County
Attorney General's Office Multnomah County Courthouse, # 600
Portland, OR 97204

Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Hoover, John K.
Multnomah County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Pritchard, Charles E.

Attorney General's Office

Search and Seizure Procedures

Hoover, John K.
Multnomah County

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities, Management of
Multi-Case Development, Management
of Multi-Jurisdiction Cases

Pritchard, Charles E.

Attorney General's Office

Generalists:

Hunt, James L.
Lane County

Phone: (503) 248-3263
Fax: (503) 248-3614

Hunt, James L.

Asst. District Attorney

Lane County

125 East 8th Avenue

450 Lane County Courthouse
Eugene, OR 97401

Phone: (503) 687-4261

Fax: (503) 687-3890

Pritchard, Charles E.
Chief Counsel

Criminal Justice Division
Attorney General's Office
240 Cottage Street SE
Salem, OR 97310

Phone: (503) 378-6347
Fax: (503) 373-1936



INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture,

Major Drug Trafficking Cases
Tocydlowski, Al
Philadelphia County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination

Law Enforcement/Prosecution

Activities, Management of Multi-Case
Development, Management of Multi-
Jurisdiction Cases, Management of

Cross-Designation

Tocydlowski, Al

Philadelphia County
Generalists:

Goldberg, Richard
Allegheny County

Sindler, Maric
Attorney General's Office

Kelly, Kevin
Delware County

INDEX
Generalists:

Guglietta, William
Attorney General's Office
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PENNSYLVANIA

ADDRESSES

Goldberg, Richard
Asst. District Attorney
Allegheny County

303 County Courthouse
Pittsburg, PA 15219
Phone: (412) 355-4406
Fax: (412) 392-0369

Kelly, Kevin

Asst. District Attorney
Delaware County

P.O. Box 935

Media, PA 19063
Phone: (215) 891-4227
Fax: (215) 892-0677

Sindler, Maric

Deputy Attorney General
Pennsylvania AG's Office
Drug Prosecution Section
Strawberry Sq., 16th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17120
Phone: (717) 787-9578

Fax: (717) 783-5431

Tocydlowski, Al

District Attorney's Office
1421 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102
Phone: (215) 686-5802
Fax: (215) 686-5859

RHODE ISLAND

ADDRESSES

Guglietta, William

Chief Narcotics Division

Asst. Attorney General

Rhode Island Attorney General's Office
75 Pine Street

Providence, R1 02903

Phone: (401) 277-4400 ext. 345

Fax: (401) 277-1331
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SOUTH CAROLINA
INDEX ADDRESSES
Offense Specialization: Bollcher, Robert
Asst. Solicitor
Conspiracy Cases, Major Drug 9th Judicial Circuit
Trafficking Cases P.O. Box 70100
Currie, Cameron M. North Charleston, SC 29415
Attorney General's Office Phone: (803) 740-5850

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Search and Seizure Procedures, Trial
Work

Currie, Cameron M.
Attorney General's Office

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management, Coordination
Law Enforcement/Prosecution
Activities, Management of Multi-Case
Development, Management of Multi-
Jurisdiction Cases

Currie, Cameron M.

Attorney General's Office

Generalists:

Bollcher, Robert
Charleston County

Smith, Mark
Greenville County

Fax: (803) 740-5858

Currie, Cameron M.

Chief Dept. AG

South Carolina AG's Office
State Grand Jury

P.O. Box 11549

Columbia, SC 29211
Phone: (803) 734-3693

Fax: (803) 2534121

Smith, Mark

Solicitor's Office

13th Judicial Circuit
Greenville County Courthouse
Greenville, SC 29601

Phone: (803) 298-8647

Fax: (803) 298-8429
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INDEX
Generalists:

Kern, Janine
Attorney General's Office

Miller, Jay
Pennington County

INDEX
Generalists:

Watsman, Steve
Monroe County

INDEX

Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/
Prosecution Activities

O' Brien, Casey

Harris County

Generalists:

Bolwetta, Alfred
Bexar Coun ty
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SOUTH DAKOTA

ADDRESSES

Kermn, Janine

Asst. Attorney General
South Dakota AG's Office
500 E. Capitol Bldg.
Pierre, SD 57501

Phone: (605) 773-3215
Fax: (605) 773-4106

Miller, Jay

Chief Deputy State Attorney
Pennington County

300 Kansas City Street
Rapid City, SD 57701

Phone: (605) 394-2191

Fax: (605) 394-4129

TENNESSEE

ADDRESSES

Watsman, Steve

Asst. District Attorney General
Monroe County

10th Judical District

P.O. Box 873

Madisonville, TN 37354

Phone: (615) 442-4937

Fax: (615) 442-1663

TEXAS

ADDRESSES

Bolwetta, Alfred

Asst. District Attorney
Drug Unit

Bexar County Courthouse
San Antonio, TX 78205
Phone: (512) 220-2393
Fax: (512) 220-2014



INDEX
Generalists:

MacDougall, Rick
Salt Lake County

INDEX
Generalists:

Gomez, Jane
Attorney General's Office
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O' Brien, Casey

Asst. District Attorney
Drug Division

Harris County

201 Fannin Street, Suite 200
Houston, TX 77002

Phone: (713) 755-5840

Fax: (713) 755-5915

Ross, Sharon

Chief Prosecutor

Organized Crime Division
Frank Crowley Courts Bldg.
133 X Industrial LB 19
Dallas, TX 75207-4399
Phone: (214) 653-3808

Fax: no fax

ADDRESSES

MacDougall, Rick
Dept. County Attorney
Salt Lake County

231 East 400 South, #400
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
Phone: (801) 363-7900
Fax: (801) 531-4110

VERMONT

ADDRESSES

Gomez, Jane

Asst. Attorney General
Attorney General's Office
Criminal Division
Pavillion Office Bldg.

109 State Street
Montpelier, VT 05602
Phone: (802) 828-3171
Fax: (802) 828-2154
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INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture

Alberi, Albert
Norfolk County

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation

Alberi, Albert

Norfolk County
Generalists:

McNally, Thomas J.
Hentrico County

Russel, John
Attorney General's Office

INDEX

Offense Specialization:

Conspiracy Cases, Asset Forfeiture,

RICO(Type) Cases, Major Drug
Trafficking Cases

Caruso, Fred J.

Attorney General's Office

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Trial Work
Caruso, Fred J.
Attorney General's Office
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VIRGINIA

ADDRESSES

Alberi, Albert
Asst. Commonwealth's Attorne

y
City of Virginia Beach
Municipal Center
Virginia Beach, VA 23456
Phone: (804) 427-4401

or: (804) 441-6331
Fax: no fax

McNally, Thomas J.

Asst. Commonwealth's Attorney
City of Richmond

800 E. Marshall Street
Richmond, VA 23219

Phone: (804) 780-8045

Fax: (804) 225-8406

Russel, John

Asst. Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General
Richmond, VA 23219

Phone: (804) 786-1926

Fax: (804) 371-2086

WASHINGTON

ADDRESSES

Caruso, Fred J.

Asst. Attorney General

Washington State Attorney General's Office
7th Fl,, Highway-Lieman Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504

Phone (206) 586-7844

Fax: (206) 586-8474

Loomis, Frank

Dept. Pros. Attorney
Drug Task Force
Pierce County

946 County-City Bldg.
Tacoma, WA 98402
Phone: (206) 591-3617
Fax: (206) 596-6636



Case Management Expertise:

Coordination Law Enforcement/

Prosecution Activities

Caruso, Fred J.

Attorney General's Office
Generalists:

Loomis, Frank
Pierce County

INDEX
Generalists:

Chiles, Christopher
Cabell County

INDEX

Pretrial and Trial Expertise:

Wire-Tap Legislation, Search and
Seizure Procedures, Trial Work
Kenney , Patrick Jr.

Milwaukee County

Case Management Expertise:

Informant Management
Kenney, Patrick Jr.
Milwaukee County
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WEST VIRGINIA
ADDRESSES

Chiles, Christopher
Prosecuting Attorney
Cabell County

County Courthouse, #350
Huntington, WV 25701
Phone: (304) 526-8653
Fax: (304) 526-8654

WISCONSIN
ADDRESSES

Foust, C. William
District Attorney
Dane County

210 M.L. King Jr. Blvd.
Madison, WI 53709
Phone: (608) 2664211
Fax: (608) 267-2545

Kenney, Patrick Jr.
Asst. District Attorney
Milwaukee County
821 W. State St., #412
Milwaukee, W1 53233
Phone: (414) 278-5183
Fax: (414) 223-1955
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Generalists:

Foust, C. William
Dane County

Matthews, Dave
Attorney General's Office

INDEX
Generalists:

Pagel, Tom
Attorney General's Office

Appendix B. Directory of Programs

Matthews, Dave

Special Agent

Attorney General's Office

Division of Narcotics Enforcement
123 W Washington Ave.

Madison, WI 53702

Phone: (608) 267-1333

Fax: (608) 267-2777

WYOMING

ADDRESSES

Pagel, Tom

Director

Division Criminal Investigations
Attorney General's Office

316 W. 22d Street

Cheyenne, WY 82002

Phone: (307) 777-7181

Fax: (307) 777-7252
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Appendix C. Survey Instruments C-1

PROSECUTION OF COMPLEX DRUG CASES
Telephone Survey
I. IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

A. RESPONDENT INFORMATION

1.Date of interview:
2.Name:

3. Title:

4. Agency:

5. Office:

6. Address:

7. Phone: ()
8. Fax:( )
B. OFFICE INFORMATION

1. Type of office
[ ] State
[ ]Local
[ ] Task force
[ ] Other

2. Jurisdiction of office
[ ] criminal
[ ]civil
[ 1appeals

3. Size of office

a. Number of attorneys_

b. Total staff size
c. 1991 budget

4. Do you have a separate unit for drug

prosecutions?

[lyes [1no

5. If yes, how many attorneys are assigned?

C. LEGISLATION
1. Does your state legislation have statutes for

[ ] Asset forfeiture

[ 1dvil,

[ ] criminal,

[ ] administrative
[ JRICO

[}l

[ ] criminal
[ ]CCE

[ ] Money laundering
[ ] Wire taps

II. ACTIVITY STATUS

1. Does your office prosecute drug cases
involving RICO, CCE, money laundering

or

cases based on complex investigative
techniques such as wire taps, financial
investigation, asset forfeiture, link analysis, or
other sophisticated forms of electronic
surveillance?

] no, go to section IIL

[1] yes, go to section IV.



III. DOES NOT PROSECUTE.

1.. Why don't you prosecute these kind of cases?
(First box, check if reason given. Second box, use for
scales)

] No crimes

] Inadequate legislation

] Federal agencies take them

] Other state/local agency take them
] Local police don't have resources

] Courts are resistant
] Other

nal reasons
] Prosecutor policy not to take them
Lack of prosecution resources

]
] Heavy caseload in other areas
] Other

On a scale of 1-5 with one (1) being the least
important, how important is each reason stated?

2. Has the office ever prosecuted these kind of
cases?

[1no [ ]yes

3.If yes,
a. what types of cases were prosecuted?

b. what year was the last prosecution?
<. why did the office stop?

(First box, check if reason given. Second box, use for
scales)

ternal reasons

[ 1 No crimes

[ ] Inadequate legislation

[ ] Federal agencies take them

[ ] Other state/local agency take them
[ ] Local police don't have resources

[

{

] Courts are resistant

Ex
[ ]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[ ] Other

]

Internal reasons

Appendix C. Survey Instruments C-2

[ ] Prosecutor policy not to take them
[ ] Lack of prosecution resources

[ ] Heavy caseload in other areas
{160

On a scale of 1-5 with one being least important,
how important is each reason?

4 Are there plans to start prosecuting these kind
of cases in the near future?

[ Ino []yes

5 If yes,
a. what type of cases will be prosecuted?

b. when do you expect to start?

6. If you decide to prosecute these cases, what
would you need to handle these types of
prosecutions?

(First box, check if reason given. Second box, use for
scales)

Change in legislation
More personnel

On a scale of 1-5 with 1 being the least
important, how important is each requirement?

7. Considering the drug crime situation in your
jurisdiction, should local prosecutors be
involved in the prosecution of these complex
cases ? Please explain why

[ INo [ ]Yes

END OF SURVEY.



IV. DOES PROSECUTE

A. TYPE AND FREQUENCY

1. Has the office ever investigated or prosecuted
the following:

(First column, investigate; second column prosecute)

inv pros.

[ 11 ]Asset forfeiture

[ 1 }JCCE

[ ][ ]Conspiracy cases
[ 1[ ]Money laundering
[ 1[ ]RICO

[ 1[ ]Other, Specify

3. If yes,

a. How many investigations?

4 Before 1991
After 1991

b. How many prosecutions?

Before 1991
After 1991

4. For the largest case of this type prosecuted in
1991,

a. How many defendants were
involved?

b. Were assets forfeited?
[Ino [] yes

c. Value of forfeited assets?

5. What is the length of time these cases are in
your office for:

Investigation
shortest
longest
average
- Prosecution
shortest
longest

average
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6. Are some of these types of cases sometimes
prosecuted by other agencies (not your office)?

[ ] No (Skip to B.9)
[ ] Yes

7. If yes, what kind are they?
8. If yes, What agency prosecutes them?

(get name of other unit and contact person)

8. Why are these cases handled by another
agency?

[ ] Policy decision

[ 1Poor legislation

[ ] Lack of resources
[ ] Other, specify

B. ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING

9. How are you organized to handle these
complicated drug prosecutions?

[ ] Separate unit

[ 1 Cases specially assigned

[ 1 Part of Task force

[ ] Combinations of the above, (which ones)
[ ] Other (specify)

10. How many of the following personnel are
assigned to these special drug cases?

Number

Prosecutors

Investigators on staff

Law enforcement personnel on detail
Crime analysts

Intelligence analysts

Financial analysts

Paralegals

Other support personnel




11. Are prosecutors designated or assigned
continuing responsibility for these
prosecutions?

[ INo [ ] Yes

12. If yes, how many

13. How many of your prosecutors are cross-
designated?

14. How many of the investigators are cross-
designated?

15. Does the office have staff (legal and
nonlegal) experienced in:

[ ]} Prosecuting wiretap cases

[ ] Asset forfeiture

[ ] Financial investigations

[ ] Informant management

16. Do prosecutors assigned these types of cases
also carry other "routine" cases at the same
time?

[Ino [] yes

17. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being never and 5
always, how often do you coordinate with:

[ ]local law enforcement agencies

[ ]US Attorneys

[ ] Task Force

[ ] Attorney General

[ ] Federal investigative agencies,
(FBI DEA etc.)

C. PROCEDURES

Case initiation and investigation

18. What percent of these cases are referred to
your office by:

Local police

State police

Local Task Force

State/Fed Task Force
Federal investigative agencies
Local prosecutors

Others
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19. Who usually decides what type of
investigation is needed in these cases?

[ ] Law enforcement

[ ] Task force, without prosecutors involvement
[ ] Task force, with prosecutors involvement

[ ] Prosecutor

20. What is the prosecutors primary level of
involvement in these investigations?

[ }none

[ ] monitor that the legal requirements are met

[ ] monitor the progress of the investigation to
improve the quality of prosecution

[ 1make policy decisions about the investigation
and its plans

[ ] make operational decisions about the
investigation

[ ] totally direct the investigation

21. What percent of these cases are based on
planned investigations and arrests?

22. On a scale of 1-5, 1 being least important,
how important are these investigative aspects to
prosecution.

[ ] Long term commitment

[ ] Investigative control
[ ] Informant management

[ ] Other, specify

23. Are you satisfied with your present level of
involvement in investigations?

[1no [] yes

Litigation of complex cases

24. Do you have special criteria or guidelines for
the investigation and/or prosecution of these
cases?

[ 1no [ ]yes

25. If yes, are they pursuant to or based on
federal guidelines?

[1no []yes



26. Do you have criteria or guidelines for the
referral of cases to other offices or jurisdictions?

[Ino []yes

27. When is a decision to refer a case to another
office usually made?

[ ]before arrest
[ ]atarrest
[ ]case by case

28. On a scale of 1-5 with 1 being neverand 5
being always, how often does the prosecution

[ ]oppose bail

[ ]request an examination of the source of bail
or funds for collateral

[ ]agree to sentences outside the statutory
maximum by stipulation

[ ]oppose parole

[ ]seek strong penalties for revocations

29. On a scale of 1-5, 1 being the least important,
how important are these areas to prosecution?

[ ] Discovery

[ ] Information disclosure

[ ] Informant management

[ ]Bail

[ ] Examination of the bail source
[ ] Plea negotiation

30. Have you developed special forms for any of
these areas (e.g. motions)?

[ Ino [ ]yes (request copy)

31. Are you satisfied with the way these
litigations are handled in your office?

[Ino [] yes

D. POLICY AND GOALS

32. All things being equal. in a complex case
involving multiple defendants and a
complicated network of illegal (or even legal)
activities, which goal would be given priority
for prosecution
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[ ] doing damage to the network even if it means
letting the defendant plead to lesser charges or
sentences,

or

[ ] putting the defendant away rather than taking

on extended investigations and prosecutions.
[ ] can't answer

33. Do you have written mission statements
concerning the investigation and prosecution of
these cases?

[Ino [ ]yes

E. NEEDS

34. What hinders your office need most in
investigating and prosecuting these cases to
their maximum?

F. OPINION QUESTIONS

35. Do you see any duplication of efforts in
investigations or prosecution of these crimes in
your area between your office and other
agencies?

Investigations
[ 1No [ ] Yes, specify agencies or
activities

Prosecution
[ 1No [ ] Yes, specify agencies or
activities

7. Considering the drug crime situation in your
jurisdiction, should local prosecutors be
involved in the prosecution of these complex
cases ? Please explain why

[INo []Yes

Thank you for your help. Would you like a copy
of the survey results?
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PROSECUTION OF COMPLEX DRUG CASES SURVEY

PURPOSE .

Tlus questlonnaue is a follow-up on ‘the telephone survey you parhcxpated in. The purpose of tlus mall survey is to gain more. :

detalled mformatxon on the way your offlce is handhng complex drug cases,

d/or prﬁseeﬁled ml991

Complex drug cases are Ccases that mvolve d:ug conspu'acxes, RICO money laundenng or cases that are based on complex G f'» :
mvestigahve techmques such as wue taps, fmanaal inveshganon, asset fo:felrure, lmL ana]ysm, or other soplushcated forms of

eléctronic surveillance.

1. IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION
1. Date:

2. Name:

3. Title:

4. Agency.

5. Office:

6. Address:

7. Phone () 8 Fax:( )

I1. COORDINATION OF COMPLEX DRUG PROSECUTIONS

1. Do complex drug cases present coordination needs or problems that are different from other drug felonies?

[ 1no [ }yes, please specify

2 Has your office developed any special mechanisms for coordination with other agencies?

[ Ino [ 1yes, check all applicable
[ ] regular meetings with agency staff
[ ] meetings as needed
[ ]liaison person designated
[ ] coordinating council
[ ] informal network
[ ] other, please specify

3. Are you satisfied with the way complex cases are coordinated with other agencies?

[ 1yes[ ]no, please explain
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4. Does your office have a special automated case management system to support these investigations and/or prosecutions?

[ 1no, would you like one? { Jyes [ Jno
[ 1yes, briefly describe its use and puposes

I11. LEVEL OF INVESTIGATIVE INVOLVEMENT
5. What is the prosecutor's primary level of involvement in most complex investigations?
{ 1 generally none
[ ] monitor that legal requirements are met
[ ] monitor the progress of the investigation to improve the quality for prosecution
[ ] participate in policy decisions about the investigation and its plans
[ 1 participate in operational decisions about the investigation
[ ] direct the entire investigation

6. Is this level of involvement different from other routine drug investigations?

[ 1no[ ]yes, specify how it differs.

7. Are you satisfied with your present level of involvement in investigations?

[ Jyes[]no

8. If you are not satisfied with this level of involvement,

a. specify which level you would like to have.

[ ] monitor that legal requirements are met

[ ] monitor the progress of the investigation to improve the quality for prosecution
[ ] participate in policy decisions about the investigation and its plans

[ ] participate in operational decisions about the investigation

[ ] direct the entire investigation

b. What would you need to make this change?

9.On a scale 1 to 5, (1 being never, 5 always), how often do

a. complex cases involve: b. routine drug cases involve:
[ ] Investigative planning [ ] Investigative planning

[ ] Financial investigations [ ] Financial investigations

[ ]} Tactical (Link) analysis [ ] Tactical (Link) analysis

[ ] Electronic surveillance [ ] Electronic surveillance

[ ] Asset forfeiture [ ] Asset forfeiture
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IV. DEMAND ON PROSECUTOR RESOURCES
11. How many complex prosecutions can your office handle in one year?
12. What number and type of personnel are needed to support the caseload you cited in question 11?7

Type Number Part time/Full time
Attorneys

Investigators

Paralegal

Other (specify)

13. What percent of the office's budget is allocated to complex drug prosecutions?
Budget (FY91) Percent allocated

V. PROSECUTOR ACTIVITIES

14. On a scale of 1- 5, (1 being never, 5 always), how often are the following activities undertaken for complex cases:

[ ] Early-on strategic planning for investigations

[ ] Long-term commitments for personnel and money obtained
[ ] Development of a disposition plan

[ }Informant management plans and agreements

[ 1 Early discovery and disclosure

[ ] Use special techniques for presentation of evidence

[ ] Use both civil and criminal courts

15. When are decisions made about the legal venue(s) for the case?
[ ] During investigation phase
[ 1At end of investigation
[ ] After arrest
[ 1Other (specify)

a. Are there written criteria for these decisions?
{1Yes []No

b. Title of person(s) who makes these decisions?

16. From a prosecutor’s perspective, which is more resource demanding?
[ ] Investigation
[ 1 Litigation
Why?

17. If you could change the way litigations are handled in your office?

a. What would you change?

b. What would you need to make this change?
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18. How do you know when a successful prosecution has had an impact?

19. Where do you aquire the resources for the special equipment, services and operations?

V1. DIRECTORY OF RESOURCES
21. Please indicate the areas about which you could advise or assist other prosecutors.
Legislation and Procedures:

[ 1 Wire-tap legislation

[ }Search and Seizure Procedures
[ ] Trial work

[ 1Other, specify

Organization and management:

[ ] nformant management

[ ] Coordination law enforcement/ prosecution activities
[ 1 Management of multi-case development

[ 1 Management of multi-jurisdiction cases

[ ] Management of cross-designation

[ ]1Other, specify
Offense specific.

[ ]1Conspiracy cases

[ 1 Asset forfeiture

[ JRICO

[ 1 Major drug trafficking cases
[ 1Other, specify
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VII. STATISTICAL INFORMATION

Number and Type of personnel assigned to complex drug cases in 1991

: : Number Type (expenence and/ or speclalty)
a. Attbmeys

Bi[“Vgéiigalors

cOhersffand
support personnel - -

1991 S_taﬁstic§ for F L ,“).. All r;onjpleyg drug cases b) The largest

B s B complexdrugcase
Numberand type = :

of complex cases,

Manufacturmg
Storage & Drstnbunon‘
s Sale =
e Other, speaﬁ/
How many mdrvrduals were

investigated as part of
these complex dmg cases'?

How many mdrvrduals were

Erosecuted as part of
these complex drug cases?

Number of wire taps
Number and ’

type of

other electronic surveﬂlances
Number, " :
typeand’

value of assets seized
Number, -
typeand *

value of assets forfened »

type ar\d no. Cof other s
" jurisdiction

How many of thesecases = %

involved multiple ;unsdrcnons?



